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Summary 
Thi s research examined the effects of identifiability on commun icative 
behaviour, focusing particularl y on computer-mediated commun ication. The central 
questions were: Is communicative behaviour different under cond iti ons of 
identifiability than under conditions of anonymity? A lso, if this is the case, what 
social psychological processes underlie these differences? 
An overview of the literature on computer-med iatcd communication is 
presented in Chapter 2. Generally speak ing, the research outlined in this chapter 
supports the notion that behavioul' over the computer is different to face-to-face 
behaviour. Because of the phys ica l anonymity invol ved, computer-mediated 
behaviou r is said to be deindi viduated, and hence is often anti-no rmati ve and 
negative. Flaming, or hostile interact ions on the Internet are theorised to be a 
product of such deindividuation. 
A n alternative perspective is offered in Chapter 3, where the Social Identity 
model of Deindi viduation Effects (SIDE) is examined. SIDE research shows that 
anonymous, computer-med iated behav iour generall y adheres to group norms and 
standards rather than deviating from them. Further, behaviour under conditions of 
identi fiability can be expl icit ly or strategicall y 'geared' towards an audience so that 
identifiability wi ll impact upon group normative behaviour differently depending on 
the audience. It is also possible that fl aming is a response to the commun icat ive 
contex t and can refl ect normative, acceptable behaviou r in that context. 
The present research examines whether flaming behaviour is affected by 
identi fiability. The expression of stereotypes, using the l inguistic category model 
(exam ined in Chapter 4), and the impact of identifiability on the expression of these 
stereotypical views in flaming communication, was examined. Chapter 5 outlines a 
seri es of predictions concerning the effects of identifiability on commun icative 
behaviour, and also offers a prospective model of the effects of identifiability on 
communicat ive behaviour. 
Seven studies are reported. The first of these stud ies was an archival 
examination of newsgroup communications on the Internet (Chapter 6). A 
significant interact ion was found between identifiability of sources (persons writing 
the messages) and targets (the subjects of the messages) , such that when the targets 
were anonymous, identifiable sources described their behaviour more stereotypicall y 
than did anonymous sources . Thi s unique effect was further in ves ti gated in 
experimental Studies 2 and 3 (Chapter 7), to determine the importance of audience 
type on thi s effect. These studies revealed that the effect is dependent on the 
presence of an ingroup but not outgroup audience. 
xi 
Study 4 (Chapter 8) therefore attempted to explai n why thi s effect (te rmed the 
identifiability/language abstract ion effect) occurs under these cond iti ons. Is it , as 
pl·ev ious research suggests, related to an explicit motivation to positively present 
onesel f to an ingroup audience? A post-hoc analys is revealed that an interaction 
between accountab ility and strength of fee ling about oppos ing racism mediated the 
identifiability/language abstract ion effect, providing support for this hypothes is. 
However, when manipul ated in Study 5 (Chapter 9), this combination of variab les 
did not Illediate the effect. Instead, reversed fee lings of compliance, or 'aut onom y' 
mediated the identifiability/language abst raction effect. This suggests that 
communicators are, in general , sensitive to the consequences of communicatin g with 
an ingroup aud ience, but thi s sens iti vity cannot be narrowed down to one va ri able. 
A variety of variables related to communicative sens itivity were therefore 
exaillined in Studies 6 and 7 (Chapter 10). In contrast to Studies 4 and 5, these 
vari abl es were Illeasured before the task of writing a message, in order to test true 
Illediation. It was found that when tested th is way, none of the variab les med iated 
the identifiabi li ty/language abstract ion effect. Many of these explicit responses were 
influenced by identifiability, but none were related to stereotypical language use. 
From these results, it is possible to draw some conclusions about the effects 
of identifiability on cO llllllunicative behaviour. In palt icu lar, the resu lts demonstrate 
a unique effect of identifiability on language use, such that the stereotypica lity of 
descriptions of outgroup behaviours is increased when cOlll lllun icators are 
identifiable to an ingroup audience. Fu rthermore, identifi ability illlpacts upon 
cO lllmunicative sensiti vity such that identifiable comillun icators report higher 
sensit ivity to the comillu nicati ve context than do anonymous cOlllmunicators. 
However, these expl icit concerns do not appear to be responsible for changes in 
language use. While the effects of identifiability on com municative sensitivity are 
exp li cit, the effect of identifiability on language use appears to be implicit. This 
fi nd in g sets the stage fo r a revised model of In ternet identifiability that elaborates on 
the SIDE Illodel. The rev ised Illodel is presented in Chapter I I. 
Chapter 1 
Responding to Internet identifiability: Communicative behaviour, 
"flaming" and the communicative context. An introduction and 
overview of the reseal'ch 
Introduction 
An increasing number of people throughout the world are choosing to use 
computers to communicate with others. Be it for bu siness, educational or 
recreat ional purposes, computer-mediated communication (or CMC) is grow ing in 
popularity as a tool for interacting with others. For example, in 1995 an estimated 
26.4 million people were using the lnternet (MTDS, 1997) and this figure is estimated 
to double every year. It was est imated that by the year 2000, 10% of the world's 
population would be 'on-line' or connected to the Internet (see McKenna & Bargh, 
1998). The use of computers to communicate is there(.'o re naturall y a topic of 
increasing interest for researchers. 
One of the most interesting issues that CMC has raised for social psychology 
is the effects of identifiability on communicative behaviour. Identifiability is a term 
which refers to the ability of communicators to know who other communicato rs are. 
Because of the physical isolation of CMC people are all owed the choice to conceal 
their identity compl etely and remain anonymous, to se lecti ve ly present aspects of 
their identity, or to identify themselves completel y. But what do people achieve 
from keeping their identity unknown and what do they gain from making themselves 
known to others? Also, and perhaps most importantly, do communicators behave 
differently when they are anonymous than when they are identifiable? In this 
research, I investigate the effects of identifiability on communication via computers. 
In this introductory chapter, I: 
I. Outline previous research that has in vestigated the effects of 
identifiability on behaviour in CMC. 
2. Focus on host ility in CMC, explain why it is an important 
phenomenon fo r social psychologists to study and why it is useful in 
studying the effects of identifi abi lity on com mun icative behaviour. 
3. Introduce the idea of such hostility as an intergroup, not si mply and 
interpersonal phenomenon, and suggest how inte rgroup hostility can 
be understood as the application and maintenance of stereotypical 
norms. 
This chapter concludes by providing a brief overview of the way this volume will 
proceed in examining the issues outlined. An overview of the chapter structure of 
thi s volume is also provided . 
Identifiability in computer-mediated communication 
The effec ts of identifiability on communication via computers has received a 
great deal of attention throughout the literature. Studies of behaviour have focused 
on the anonymous aspects of CMC and on the hypothesis that communi cation via 
computers is changed becau se of anonymity. This idea has been explored 
extensivel y, in a variety of settings from work-related behaviour (e.g. , Fi nhol t & 
Sproull, 1990; Sherblom, 1988; Siegel , Dubrovsky, Ki es ler & McGuire, 1986; 
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Sproull & Kiesler, 1986), the development of friendships and rel ation ships over the 
computer (e.g. , L ea & Spears, 1995; Parks & Floyd, 1996; Wilkins, 1991 ; Van 
Gelder, 1985) and the high level s of hostile, uninhibi ted behav iour observed in 
computer networks which is the focus of the current research (e.g., D yer, Grcen, Pitts 
& Millward, 1995; Kies ler, Siegel & M cGuire, 1984; Siege l et aI. , 1986; Sproull & 
Kiesler, 1986, 1991 ). 
These studies have supported the hypothesis th at behaviour in CMC is 
different than in face-to-face (FtF) interactions. Decision-making has been found to 
be less effici ent than in FtF groups (e.g., Siegel et aI. , 1986), communication has 
been noted to be less 'personal ' and more task-focused than FtF communication 
(e .g., Finholt & Sproull , 1990; Sherbl om, 1988), peop le seem more likely to self-
disclose personal information via computers than they would norm all y (e.g., W ilkins, 
1991 ) and most commonly, studies report increased levels of uninhibited and hostile 
behav iour in CMC than in FtF groups (e.g., Ki es ler, et aI. , 1984; Siege l et aI. , 1986; 
Sproull & Kiesler, 1986, 1991 ). 
The most common explan ati on for differences between behaviour in CMC 
and FtF interactions, especially the high incidence of uninhibited behav iour, is the 
deindi viduating nature of anonymity. A nonymity is said to reduce self-awareness 
which leads to reduced self-regulation as in other deindi viduating situati ons (e.g., 
Festinger, Pepitone & Newcomb, 1952; Z imbardo, 1969) . Both of these processes 
are sa id to lead to increased disinhibition (Ki es ler et aI. , 1984) and more ex treme 
behaviour (e.g. , Sproull & Kiesler, 1986). Accordin g to this perspecti ve, factors 
leading to a state of deindi viduation ' free' people from normal con straints on 
behaviour and all ow communicators to express more hostile, anti-normative views, 
and behaviour whi ch is self-censored on most occas ions. However, M atheson and 
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Zanna (J989, 1990) showed, contrary to this perspective, that the anonymity ofCMC 
can increase focus upon the self. They found that private self-awareness, or 
awareness of internal standards of behaviour, increased in anonymous CMC, It is 
therefore unclear what social psychological processes occur in anonymous CMC, and 
also why hostility should often be the result 
The present research aims to show that there is more complexity to this issue 
than the deindividuation analysis provides. In particular, the existing analysis 
proposes that behaviour is changed and becomes less inhibited by varying 
identifiability, but does not elaborate fully on the social psychological processes 
involved. This research endeavours to do so by examining how behaviour is 
changed by identifiability and what explicit and implicit social psychological 
processes are involved. Firstly however, a brief outline of disinhibited, hostile 
behaviour in CMC is required. 
Hostility in computer-mediated communication 
Hostility in computer-mediated communication has gained a great deal of 
attention throughout the medium 's brief history. Flaming is the term which is most 
often used to describe this type of behaviour (e.g., Lea et a1., 1992) supposedly due 
to the 'heated' or inflammatory nature of the communication. Flaming is defined as 
the "hostile expression of strong emotions and feelings" (Lea et aI., 1992, p. 89). It 
is also defined as "the practice of expressing oneself more strongly on the computer 
than one would in other communication settings" (Kiesler, Siegel & McGuire, 1984, 
p. 1130, emphasis in original version). It therefore refers to extreme communication: 
expression of views which, for one reason or another, are stronger than would 
normally be expressed. Flaming is a well documented phenomenon (e.g., Chester, 
1996; Siegel et aI., 1986; Sproull & Kiesler, 1986). According to Selfe and Meyer 
(1991), flaming is a "co mmon, if not universal, feature of computer-based 
conferences" (p. 170). 
Flaming can take the form of swearing, insults, name-calling and other 
similar expressions of anger (Sproull & Kiesler, 1986). It can range from mild to 
extreme behaviour. Research has shown that leve ls of flaming are higher in 
anonymous communication than in identifiable communication, and CMC yields 
higher levels of flaming than does face-to-face communication (e.g., Hiltz, Turoff & 
Johnson, 1989; Kiesler, Zubrow, Moses & Geller, 1985; Siegel et aI., 1986; Sproull 
& Ki es ler, 1986). 
Why then is flaming important for social psychologists to study? What can 
soc ial psychologists ga in by examining such hostile behaviour? Firstly, flaming is a 
specific type of hostility and studying it may add to the existing literature on 
hostility. Further, the social psychological processes in volved in flaming are 
speculative and await empirical investigation. It has been noted that flaming occurs 
at higher levels under conditions of anonymity, but the [·easons for this, whether they 
be explicit, motivational reasons or implicit, automatic processes, are unclear. In 
studying flaming, we can uncover these processes and see how they relate to our 
knowledge of other social psychological phenomena. The study of flaming will also 
generally aid in our understanding of the social psychology of computer-mediated 
communication. 
Most importantly however, flaming will allow us to exami ne how 
identifiability affects both social psychological processes and behaviour. Research 
outside the domain of CMC has shown that the expression of normative group 
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opinions wh ich may be seen as extreme and 'puni shable' by an audience are 
inhi bited by making people identifiable to that audience (Reicher & Levine, 
I 994a,b). The expression of hostile views in CMC may similarly be affected by thi s 
type of explicit inhibiting process under conditions of identifiability. Indeed, 
research indicating that hostility is more common in anonymous CMC than 
identifiable face-to-face groups wou ld appear to support this idea. Hostility would 
therefore be a very good place to begin the examination of the effects of 
identifiability on communicative behaviour and the social psychological processes 
(both implici t and explicit) involved. 
Flaming as an intergroup phenomenon 
The study of flaming between individuals will be useful in determining what 
effects identifiability has on interpersonal behaviour. That is, we can investigate 
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how people interact with each other as indi viduals and how identifiability can impact 
upon interpersonal relations. Indeed, most of the focus on computer-mediated 
behaviour has tended towards an analysis of flaming as an interpersonal phenomenon 
(e.g., Kiesler et aI. , 1984; Sproull & Kies ler, 1986). However, there is another way 
to approach flaming and behaviour in CMC which is more broadly 'socially' 
oriented than an individualistic approach. Instead of focusing on individual 
behaviour, it is useful to invest igate the intergroup aspects of CMC. Thi s is an area 
largely neglected until recently when the soc ial identity model of deindividuation 
effects (SIDE, Reicher, Spears & Postmes, 1995; Spears & Lea, 1994) was 
developed and applied to CMC. 
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The SIDE model suggests that previous theories of deindividuation and 
earlier I'esearch have neglected the fact that people are social beings and are, at any 
given time, members of many different social groups. Drawing on self-
categorization theory (SCT, Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell, 1987), SIDE 
suggests that behavioul' in CMC is not necessarily de-regulated and anti-normative. 
Depending on the salience or immediate importance of social categories or social 
groups, anonymous behaviour can be in line with group norms and standards (see 
Postmes, Spears & Lea, 1998 for a review). Theories explaining behaviour in CMC 
have perhaps therefore been too simplistic in suggesting that people as individuals 
are changed by the medium. Behaviour is not only dependent on individual 
personality chal'acteristics, but a lso on the social norms and standards that are 
important at the time of communication . More will be said about SIDE in Chapter 3. 
Flaming as an intergroup phenomenon, however, has received little attention 
throughout the literature. As mentioned earlier, flaming has been largely analyscd 
from an interpersonal pel'spective and as such, research has measured interpersonal 
aspects of flaming such as personal insults and name-calling towards other 
individuals. However one exception is that of Lea et al. (1992) who proposed that 
flaming is the expression of group-normative behaviour in context. For example, in 
Internet newsgroups or bulletin boards indicating the word 'flame' in the title, 
flaming is accepted normative behaviour and occurs frequently. However in other 
situations, flaming will not be acceptable normative behaviour and it will therefore 
occur less frequent ly. Lea and colleagues claim that flaming is a normative process 
occurring when norms and standards of behaviour become salient. So, if flaming can 
be seen as the expression of group-normative behaviour in appropriate contexts, then 
what types of intergroup processes should be evident in flaming? 
Flaming as a group-normat ive phenomenon should exhibit intergroup 
processes as are present in everyday intergroup interactions. One of these such 
processes is the communication of stereotypes about other groups. This is not to say 
that the communication and perpetuat ion of stereotypical views is always hostile, 
negative and prejudiced: research shows that th is is not necessarily the case (e.g., see 
the discussion of Oakes, Haslam & Turner, 1994). However, in a situation where 
communicators al'e expressing hostile sentiments towards others, stereotypical 
descr ip tions should becoille a prominent feature of communication. The present 
research investigates the expression and perpetuation of such stereotypical norms in 
flaming, an area not examined until now. 
Further, in considering the concept of identi fiabil ity, it is important to note 
that being identifiable implies that an audience is present. Whether the audience is 
one person or a group of people, behaviour should be dependent on who the audience 
is, and in particular, their evaluative properties. Thi s relates dil'ectly to the 
audience's group memberships. Whether the audience is comprised of ingroup 
members, with whom one should agree, or outgroup members with whom one may 
disagree, this should influence what people say in the presence of that audience. As 
previously stated, people are less likely to express their own ingroup 'punishable' 
opinions when they are identifiable to a powerful outgroup (Reicher & Levine, 
1994a, b). So, what will these strategic concerns (see also Spears & Lea, 1994) mean 
for the expression of stereotypical norms via f1aming~ In short , how will the nature 
of the audience and identifiability to that audience impact upon behaviour? Also, are 
the effects of identifiability on behaviour related to explicit strategies or are they 
implicit, automatic responses to the context of the cOlllmunication? 
9 
Summary 
Thi s research aims to examine the effects of identifiability on communicators 
and their behav iour in CMC The approach taken in this research is derived from the 
SIDE model (Reicher et aI. , 1995; Spears & Lea, 1994) in that it focuses on 
intergroup behaviour and intergroup processes, rather than an indi vidualistic 
approach focusing on how anonymi ty changes indi viduals' behaviour. Taking illlo 
account that communicat ive contexts wi ll always invo lve an audience, this resea rch 
focuses on the effects that identifiability has on the expression of group-normative 
attitudes in the presence of audiences. Specifically, th is research examines how 
fl aming between di fferent social groups al lows us to investigate how identifiability 
influences the express ion and maintenance of stereotypical norms. In doing so, this 
research wil l pl'Ovide an account of intergroup behaviour in CMC, and uncover some 
of the underlying social psychological processes, both implicit and explicit, th at are 
affected by identi fiabi lity. 
However, before examining the issues empirically , it is first necessary to 
exp lain CMC in more detail and also to outl ine the early social psycho logica l 
theories which have been put forward to explain behaviour in CMC Chapter 2 aims 
to meet these obj ectives. Chapter 3 outlines the SIDE model (Reicher et aI. , 1995; 
Spears & Lea, 1994) in which theory and assoc iated research outline the effects of 
identifiability on social behaviour using a model which is especially applicable to 
CMC This discuss ion focuses predominantly on the expression of group-normative 
behaviour and provides the basis fo r the predictions. As this research endeavours to 
examine the expression and maintenance of stereotypes in CMC, Chapter 4 outlines 
possible methods which could be used to measure these processes in text-based 
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communication. Here, the linguistic category model (Semin & Fiedler, 1988) is 
chosen to use as a measurement tool. Having the basis on which to make predictions 
and a measure of stereotypical language use, the research predictions and a model of 
the effects of identifiability on communicative behaviour are oUllined in Chapte r 5. 
These research predictions and the model are tested in Chapters 6 through to 
lOin a sequence of seven studies. In conclusion, Chapter I I provides a general 
discussion of the issues raised in the research, discusses the implications involved 
and provides a final model of the effects of identifiability on communicative 
behaviour. 
t 
/. 
II 
Chapter 2 
Computer-mediated communication: An overview and critique of 
early theories 
Introduction 
This chapter reviews research conducted on behaviour in computer-mediated 
communication and provide an overview of the models put forward to explain these 
behavioul'al phenomena. In doing this, I take the following steps: 
I. Define computer-mediated communication, exp la in the different types 
in use today, and outline why behaviour in CMC is of interest to 
social psychologists. 
2. Review reseal'ch conducted on behavioural phenomena in CMC. 
Special attention is given to the expression of hostility in CMC, 
because it is of central concern to the present research. 
3. Review the explanations put forward for behavioural phenomena such 
as hostility in CMC and provide a critique of these perspectives. 
Computer-mediated communication 
Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC) is a term used to describe 
communication which is aided or mediated by computer technology. CMC has been 
described as follows: 
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CMC systems use a computer to structure, store, and forward 
communications among people. In text-based systems, one communicates by 
typing into and reading from a computer terminal or micro-computer, using 
either a typewriter-like printer or a video display. (Hiltz et aI., 1989, p. 218). 
Examples of CMC as we know it today include electronic mail (e-mail), 'chatting ' 
through the use of Intemet Relay Chat (IRC) or specialised Internet chat-rooms, 
computer conferences using computer and video links , and electronic discussion 
groups or bulletin boards such as newsgroups, also known as the Usenet. Some of 
these communication tools are synchronous, that is peop le communicate with each 
other in ' real time'. The communication exchange here is instantaneous. Examples 
of these are 'chatting ' and computer conferences where people can communicate 
with each other and receive immediate responses or feedback. Others, and perhaps 
the most commonly used types of CMC, are asynchronous. Communication here is 
not instantaneous and there is a time delay at each stage in the communication 
process. Examples of these include e-mail , and the Usenet where communicators 
' leave ' messages for people to receive and respond to later. Comillunication via 
these means has been growing rapidly since its introduction in the 19705. It has been 
said that one tenth of the world's population would be using computers to 
comillunicate at the onset of the new millennium (see McKenna & Bargh, 1998) and 
the use of CMC internationally doubles each year (MIDS, 1997). 
Behaviours observed in CMC have attracted much interest from social 
psychologists. Studies of behaviour in CMC have focused on the characteristics of 
the medium and on the hypothesis that communication via computers is somehow 
different or unique because of those characteristics. That is, research has focused on 
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how the characteristics of CMC can change behaviour. Of particular interest has 
been the potentially anonymous nature of CMC and behaviour affected by anonymity 
(e.g., Joinson, 1998; Kiesler et aI., 1984; Lea & Spears, 1995; Matheson & Zanna, 
1990; Siegel et aI., 1986; Sproull & Kiesler, 1986). CMC is typically associated with 
visual anonymity, where communicators cannot see each other, and communicators 
often have the choice to be completely anonymous by not supplying any personal 
details about themselves . Research has focused on how such factors can influence 
behaviour. Attention has been given to the propensity for behaviour in CMC to be 
uninhibited, de-regulated and inefficient. The specific types of behaviour 
investigated have been organisational or work-related behaviour over the computer 
(e.g., Finholt & Sproull, 1990; Sherblom, 1988; Siegel et aI., 1986; Sproull & 
Ki esler, 1986), the development of friendships and relationships (e.g., Lea & Spears, 
1995; Parks & Floyd, 1996; Wilkins , 1991; Van Gelder, 1985) ancl the high levels of 
hostile, uninhibited behaviour observed in computer networks (e.g. , Dyer et aI., 
1995; Lea et aI., 1992; Kiesler et aI., 1984; Siegel et aI. , 1986; Sproull & Kiesler, 
1986, 1991). The latter topic is the focus of the current research and will receive 
special attention later in the chapter. The following section, however, provides an 
overview of the research on behaviour in CMC. 
Behaviour in CMC 
Organisational behaviour 
A body of research in the 1980s investigated the efficiency and relational 
aspects of groups working within anonymous computer-mediated environments. The 
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research focus was generally on the efficiency of the med ium as a tool for 
information exchange and how decision-making processes might be different to FtF 
meetings. For example, Siegel et al. (1986) asked groups of three to reach consensus 
on career choice problems. To do this, groups communicated either FtF, via 
synchronous computer-mediated communication or through asynchronous computer' 
mail. Groups communicating via computers made fewer remarks than the FtF 
groups, and took longer to make decisions. However, it was found th at equali zat ion, 
defined as more equal participation by al l members, was higher in computer-
mediated groups. However, despite this equal ization, communication was slower 
and less information was exchanged. Siegel and col leagues acknowledged that timc 
delays in commun ication cou ld be partly responsible for inefficiency but that the 
physical anonymity and impersonal nature of CMC make it an inefficient medium 
for decision-making. 
Sherblom ( 1988) performed a content analys is on 157 e-mail files f rom one 
middle manager in a large organi sat ion. This was conducted over the course of 
sever'almonths and included all e-mails sent by the indi vidual during th at time. It 
was found that communication using e-mail was generally impersonal. The majority 
of e-mail s were for the purposes of information exchange and less on "personal, 
social and negotiated communication." (Sherblolll, 1988, p. SO) . Sherblolll suggested 
that visuall y anonymous e-mail changes the complexion of communication withi n 
organisations, making it less social yet more work focused . 
Finholt and Sproull ( 1990) also considered how computer technology, 
specifically e-mai l, affects group behaviour in organisations. The researchers 
sampled 96 employees from a large corporation and saved both their in-coming and 
out-going e-mail fo r a three day period. It was found that 57% of communications 
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were work- related and most communicat ions were for general ci rculation amon gst 
the corporat ion (so call ed ' required' messages). Contrary to other research, instances 
of soc ial behaviour and variety in communicat ion (i.e. , not just for work processes) 
were observed but nevertheless, most of the contact ini t iated through electronic mail 
was for work purposes . 
Thi s r·esearch demonstrates that CMC, in the organisat ional context, is 
percei ved to be different to FtF commun ication in a number of ways. The 
anonymous naturc of CMC in particular, is seen to make CMC less efficient (Kiesler 
et aI. , 1984; Siegel et aI. , 1986), more ori ented towards information exchange and 
less towards social aspects (Sherblom, 1988), and generally more work-oriented 
(Finholt & Sproull , 1990). The most popular exp lanation for these findings is that 
computer-med iated communication is depersonali zed. Kiesler· et al. ( 1984) reason : 
Because it is printed text, without even the texture of paper to lend it 
indi viduality, electronic communication tends to seem impersonal. 
Communicators must imagine their audience, for at a termi nal it almost 
seems as thou gh the computer itself is the aud ience (p. 1125). 
I t is claimed that the anonymity of CMC leads to less social communication. It is 
cla imed that CMC is therefore a work-ori ented (although somewhat inefficient) 
medium with littl e personal association present. 
It is interesting to note that whi le researchers have argued for the inefficiency 
of CMC for decision-making wi th relation to the amoun t of time decis ions takc, the 
quality of the decisions has not been explicitly examined. Siegel et al. ( 1986) found 
that decisions made by CMC groups were more ex treme than FtF decisions, and 
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sh ifted away from original individual choices, but the actual quality of the decisions 
was not examined. It may be th at CMC ultimately produces better decisions because 
communicators have ample time to think about and discuss all issues at length. 
Thus, the researchers may have concluded that CMC was inefficient on the basis of 
an inadequate analys is. 
From the research on work-place behaviour in CMC, however, we are 
generall y left with the idea that CMC is asocial and task-oriented , albeit inefficient. It 
has been claimed that the anonymous and text-based nature of CMC precludes 
people from being 'soc ial' with each other, and is an environment which encourages 
work-orientation and ' to the point' directness . However, there is a growing body of 
research which contradicts the idea that CMC is not conducive to social behaviour. 
There is increasing evidence that the anonymous nature of CMC provides an 
environment in which friendships and relationsh ips can grow and flourish (e.g., see 
Lea & Spears, 1995 for a review; Parks & Floyd, 1996; Wilkins , 1991). This work is 
discussed in the following section. 
Friendships and relationships 
The formation of friendships and relationships between communicators who 
have never met FtF is a topic which has attracted researchers ' interests over recent 
years (see Lea & Spears, 1995). In the research to date, individuals have reported 
that they meet people over the computer with whom they 'click' interpersonally and 
with whom they become very close (Parks & Floyd, 1996). Some individual s report 
that their computer friendships are as important to them as real-life friend s. That is, 
computer friendsh ips are often valued as much as more ' traditional' relationships 
I 
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involving FtF interaction. Some individuals eventually meet their communicative 
partners in real-life and often, marriages and romantic relationships are formed. 
People also report hi gh levels of self-disclosure when they communicate with their 
computer friends and acquaintances (Wilk ins, 1991). 
Anecdotal evidence (e.g. , Van Gelder, 1985) suggests that loneliness may be 
an explicit motivation for seeking computer friendships. Van Gelder outlines a 
famous case known as the ' Alex/Joan' case, where a New York psychiatrist deceived 
a number of female computer users by posing as a woman and seeking their 
friendship. According to Van Gelder, the psychiatrist capitalised on the lone liness of 
the women in order to find out what it "felt like to be female , and to experience the 
intimacy of female friendship." (p. 99). However, besides loneliness, there may be 
other explicit motivations to seek friendship over the computer and visual anonymity 
may playa vital role in motivating people to form computer friendships. 
Initial impressions in CMC cannot be affected by visually differentiating 
aspects of peoples' identities such as gender, age and physical attractiveness (Lea & 
Spears, 1995). People cannot see each other, and therefore cannot make judgements 
based on visual information, unless they ask for this information personally. Even 
then, communicators will have little way of knowing that the information they are 
given is indeed accurate. Whilst this deficiency can have negative consequences, for 
example in the case of Alex/Joan where deception was used for self-serving 
purposes, it has been said that the physical isolation and the need LO form opinions 
based on other that physical information, adds "to the interaction possibilities, and 
for some this is the "magic" of on-line relationships" (Lea & Spears, 1995, p. 202). 
Another example of this is the use of the Internet as a 'global dating agency'. 
The growth of the Internet has added a new dimension to the process of meeting 
t 
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people where Internet locations such as "The Globe" (hltp:llwww.theglobe.com). 
"The Park" (hltp:llwww.the-park.com) and others have organised chat rooms 
functioning as virtual meeting places. In such places, singles can chat with others as 
future relationship prospects. They can choose where to chat according to factors 
such as age, interests, sexual preferences and other factors. Other sites such as 
"B ianca's Smut Shack" (http://bianca.com/shack/) are places whel'e people can 
engage in 'cyber-sex' with anonymous others. The lack of physicality is said to offer 
the freedom to experiment with sexual fantasies "devoid of the risks and 
complications normally attached to meeting others in the flesh." (Lea & Spears, 
1995, p. 203). 
Generally, the anonymity of CMC is considered to be liberating and enables 
people to (a) meet others easily in the absence of everyday limits on behaviour, (b) 
become close with computer friends by making it easier to disclose personal 
information and (c) explore aspects of one's sexual identity by providing a safe and 
anonymous channel with which to express oneself. More generally speak ing: 
computer-mediated communication , in comparison to FtF communication, 
will reduce feelings of embarrassment, guilt, and empathy for others; produce 
less social comparison with others; as well as reduce fears of retribution or 
rejection. (Siegel et aI., 1986, p. 161). 
CMC is claimed to be 'easier' than everyday interactions because it takes away 
normal limits to behaviour. Identifiability is said to change explicit factors such as 
feelings of guilt and embarrassment so that behaviour can be different to how people 
normally act. More will be said concerning this later when theories of behaviour in 
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CMC are outlined. However, reports of interpersonal fri endships and relati onshi ps in 
CMC suggest that anonymity can fac ilitate, not inhibit, social behaviour. 
Hostile lJehaviour 
Anonymity in computer-mediated communicati on is said to lead to increased 
hostility and uninhib ited language (e.g., Ki es ler et aI., 1984; Siegel et aI. , 1986; 
Sproull & Kies ler, 1986, 1991 ). Much research in this area has focused on the 
phenomenon of flaming and has been instrumental in shaping theories to exp lai n 
behavioural phenomena in CMC. These theories w ill be outlined later in the chapter. 
The following sect ion outlines the research on fl am ing and host il e behaviour, as they 
are central to the present research. 
As explained in the introductory chapter, flam ing is defined as the "hosti le 
expression of strong emotions and feelings" (Lea et aI., 1992, p. 89). It has also been 
defined as the "express ion of strong and in f lammatory opi nions to others 
electronically" (S iegel et aI., 1986, p. 161 ). Thompsen and Foulger (1996) described 
flaming to be cleady associated with the expression of antagon ism. 
According to Selfe and Meyer (1991), flaming is "heated, emotional, 
sometimes anonymous venting" and " is a common, if not universal feature of 
computer-based conferences" (p. 170). Indeed, f laming is said to occur four times 
more often in CMC than in FtF interactions (D yer et aI. , 1995). Flaming has been 
widely reported throughout the literature (e.g., Chester, 1996; Joinson, 1998; Lea et 
aI., 1992; Siegel, et aI. , 1986; Sproull & Kies ler, 1986, 1991). 
\ In flaming others, it is claimed that one expresses one's views "more stronglv 
I on the computer than one would in other communicat ion settings" (Kiesler et aI., 
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1984, p. 1 130 , emphas is in original vers ion). F lam ing takes a variety of form s such 
as " name-calling, aggressive messages" (Hiltz et aI. , 1989, p. 220) and more extreme 
behaviours such as harsh obscenities and even death threats. It has also been more 
vague ly described to be anything containing host ile comm unication units (Dyer et 
aI. , 1995). Flami ng encompasses a wide r ran ge of behaviours such as be in g ru de 0 1' 
impolite to a pe rson or ex pressing personal op ini ons towards that person (e .g ., 
Kies le r et a I. , 1985). Also, the use of uninhibited 'para language' such as the use of 
capital lette rs to 'shout ' and other typograph ica l cues such as exclamat ion marks to 
convey anger are cons ide red to be examples of flaming (e.g., Sproul l & Ki es ler, 
1986). Fin all y, harassment, com monly reported amongst fe mal e communicators on 
the Internet (Spender, 1995) has been used as an example of flaming . 
Kies le r e t al. ( 198 5) provided an earl y experimental report of flaming. In this 
research , pa irs of participants who were previous ly unacquainted were asked to 'get 
to know' each othe r ei ther by (a) using synchronous, anonymous CMC as a 
conversation too l o r (b) FtF commu nication. It was found that participants who used 
CMC ex hibited hi ghe r levels of uninhibited behaviour than did the FtF participants. 
That is, they were less polite , swore more and made more exclamations than did the 
FtF part ic i pants. 
Siegel et al. ( 1986) exami ned the effects of' CMC on a variety of group 
processes inc lud ing inte rpersonal behaviou r. They reasoned that the technologically 
induced anonym ity would lead to greater levels of uninhibited behaviour in 
computer-med iated group deci sion-makin g processes. Three experiments were 
designed to tes t th is prediction. Computer-mediated co mmunication was compared 
with FtF comm unication in a repeated measures design. In three person groups, 
participants used both computer-mediated and FtF comm unication to reach 
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consensus on choice dilemma tasks. Each task involved selecting 'acceptable' levels 
of risk for career decisions which were attractive, but 'risky'. 
In the first experiment, groups were asked to reach consensus on choice 
dilemma problems in each of three contexts: (a) FtF, seated at a table in an office or 
classroom, (b) an asynchronous, anonymous computel'-mediated condition whel'e 
participants were isolated physically and no names were exchanged or linked to 
participants' statements during the discussion, and (c) an asynchronous, identifiable 
CMC condition where participants were again isolated physically but typed their 
names along with their own comments. Uninhibited flaming communication was 
coded by counting the number of remarks containing "swear words, name-calling, 
and insults (e.g., "you jerk" or "you fool")" (Siegel et aI., 1986, p. 167). The study 
found that when groups used CMC, they were more uninhibited than they were in the 
FtF condition. Altogether, there were 34 instances of flaming in the CMC condition, 
but none in the FtF condition . There was almost four times the amount of flaming in 
the anonymous than the non-anonymous CMC conditions. 
In Experiment 2, anonymous and identifiable CMC cond itions were 
compared, but a FtF condition was not included. The other difference to Study I was 
that synchronous communication was compared with asynchronous communication. 
The results yielded similar findings to the first experiment. Flaming was present in 
both conditions. 
In Experiment 3, Siegel and colleagues compared commun ication between 
synchronous, identifiable computer conferencing, identifiable, asynchronous e-mail 
and a FtF condition. It was found that members of groups using CMC displayed 
uninhibited behaviour as in previous studies. It was also found, however, that e-mail 
yielded less uninhibited behaviour than synchronous computer conferencing. It was 
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concluded that "the opportunity for reflection in computer mail may reduce 
"deindividuated" responses" (Siegel et aI., 1986, p. 179) such that flaming is higher 
when communicators are less 'in control' of what they say. This idea introduces the 
notion that CMC produces a loss of control in the individual so that they are not 
responsible for their behaviour. That is, being anonymous reduces responsibility for 
one ' s actions. I will devote some time to this idea shortly. 
Sproull and Kiesler (1986) provide some field data on flaming within an 
organisational environment. The participants in the study consisted of e-mail users 
from a large office equipment firm. The participants were from a variety of levels in 
the company and represented both genders. Data were collected in an eight week 
period by interview, questionnaire, and coding of e-mail content. Flaming was 
measured by simply asking people how much fiaming they saw in their e-mail and 
conversations. Results indicated that flaming was more common in e-mail than in 
the FtF condition. People reported seeing flaming in their e-mail messages a mean of 
33 times a month as opposed to four times a month in FtF communication. From 
this, Sproull and Kiesler concluded that people behave less responsibly when they 
use e-mail, and flame more often. 
Smolensky, Carmody and Halcomb (1990) conducted an experiment to 
examine the effects of task type, group structure and extraversion on the amollnt of 
fiaming in CMC. Groups of three people were asked to communicate about a choice 
dilemma task either with or without a definitive solution. Groups were either pre-
acquainted or non-acquainted. Smolensky and colleagues were interested in the 
amount of uninhibited speech which occurred within each group. To measure 
uninhibited speech, they counted the number of instances where group members 
swore, insulted other group members, called people names and made hostile 
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statements. The data revealed that flaming was prevalent in the communications, but 
was dependent on the type of task and the type of group. Pre-acquainted groups with 
a definitive solution task flamed the most. Furthermore, highly extraverted 
communicators tended to exhibit a greater amount of uninhibited behaviour than less 
extraverted communicators. The research also indicated that the more groups 
exhibited uninhibited speech, the less productive they were in terms of the number of 
decisions the group reached. 
Hiltz et a!. (1989) conducted a field study in which they investigated the 
effects of using 'pen names' on group decision making processes in CMC. It was 
expected that the introduction of anonymous pen-names would increase the 
probability of uninhibited behaviour. This, they hypothesised, would be evidenced 
in higher levels of flaming "name-calling, aggressive messages" (p. 220) for the pen-
named communicators, with comparison to identifiable computer conferences and a 
FtF condition. They found little evidence to support their predictions. Overall, pen-
named conferences contained no more flaming than did FtF or identifiable computer 
conferencing. However, in pen-named conferences, when flaming did occur, it was 
found that "once a participant has engaged in disinhibited behaviour, it appears that it 
is likely to be followed by more such comments when pen names are used" (p. 225). 
That is, when flaming did occur in the pen-named conferences, it was mOI'e likely to 
continue. This was not found in the other conditions. The researchers claimed that 
as their sample size was small (18 groups of five participants examined on a group 
basis) there were no differences in flaming. They did speculate however that there 
might be a ' bandwagon' effect of insults and swearing for pen name conferences 
moreso than named conferences or FtF communication. 
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More recent evidence of flaming was presented by Thompsen and Ahn (1992, 
cited in Lea et aI., 1992). Thompsen and Ahn studied e-mail exchanges on a 
university campus and found that 38.8 per cent of e-mail users had observed flaming. 
Amongst those people who had observed flaming, 27.2 per cent estimated that they 
had seen more than 25 instances in a year. 
Chester (1996) reported a case study where students participated in an on-line 
conference entit led "Negotiating our Space". The conference was designed to allow 
students to think about the kinds of rules and/or norms that might be appropriate in 
computer-mediated communication and also to set boundaries in their own virtual 
community . It was found that all communicators, most of whom had some 
experience in using CMC, were aware of flaming and had witnessed it on a number 
of occasions. However, interestingly, in a conference designed to 'get around' the 
boundaries to positive communication in CMC, substantial flaming amongst 
participants was noted. 
The evidence reviewed in this section generally supports the idea that naming 
is more common in CMC than in FtF interactions . There have been several attempts 
to explain why this is the case and the following section addresses these approaches 
in turn, providing a similarly chronological overview to that of Lea and Spears 
(1992). Each of these perspectives has been used to address the issues related to 
communication over the computer such as anonymity, the lack of social cues and 
time constraints, and how they contribute to the phenomenon of uninhibited 
behaviour. Firstly, the social presence model is examined. 
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The social presence model 
The social presence model (Short, Willi ams & Chri stie, 1976) has been 
applied to the study of CMC (e.g., Rice, 1987) and has been influential in framing 
ideas about the reasons behind social phenomena in CM C (see Spears & L ea, 1992) . 
The soc ial presence model was developed at the Communication Studies Group at 
U ni versity Co llege, L ondon. As computers were not widely used for communication 
during the I 970s, the research was primaril y concerned with FtF communication, 
telephone communica ti on, and audio/v ideo links. 
The model examines the concept of soc ial presence, which is defined as a 
quality rel ated to the interpersonal nature of a communicati on medium and the 
degree of interpersonal contact a med ium prov ides. Soc ial prescnce can be 
characteri sed along dimensions such as cold/warm or impersonal/personal (S hort et 
aI., 1976) to determine how 'good' a communicat ion med ium is for the purpose of 
interpersonal communication. Conduct ing rating studies that utili zed these 
dimensions, it was poss ible to compare and rank med ia according to social presence. 
Hav ing examined the social presence of vari ous communication med ia, Short 
and colleagues concluded that some media were ' ri ch' in social presence and others 
wel'e not. Particularl y, FtF communicati on was said to be the richest, scoring highl y 
on the warmth and personal dimensions of social presence. On the other hand, 
business letters were found to be low in social presence, being both impersonal and 
cold (Short et. ai, 1976) . Applyin g these ideas to CM C, the medium has been 
thou ght to fit close to the bottom of the sca le, being perceived to be col d and 
impersonallllainl y because it is simpl y tex t-based, 
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According to this model , e-mail would be ranked somewhere in between 
business letters and the telephone (Spears & L ea, 1992). There is l ittle to make the 
medium 'social ' in the sense of being interpersonal because text on a screen is 
sociall y minimal or bare. However, stud ies have not always supported the model 
when it has been app lied to CMC (e .g., Rice, 1987; Sproull & Kiesler 1986; Walthel·, 
Anderson & Park , 1994). CMC has been found to eli cit social behaviour in con trast 
to the predictions of the social presence model. As already outlined, relationshi p 
formati on and in terpersonal host il ity are clear examples of the social natu re of CMC. 
Thi s model also does not directly examine the properties of commun ication media 
which may elicit flaming, and so at thi s point, it is necessary to turn to the more 
recent cuelessness model. 
The cuelessness model 
As in the case of the social presence model , the cue less ness model (Rutter, 
1987) was developed before CMC became as widely popular as it is today and 
mainl y focuses on compari sons between FtF communication, audio and also closed 
circu it telev isions. The model has not been extensively app lied to CMC, but the 
ideas are important to review as they are related somewhat to the reduced social cues 
approach (e.g., Ki esler el. aI., 1984) to be discussed in the next section of this 
chapter. Broadly, the cuelessness model bears some similarities to the social 
presence model. The concept of cuelessness focuses on rhe number of social cues 
available to communicators in a medium (Ruller, 1984, 1987) and is said to affect the 
interpersonal nature of the communication. If there are few social cues, as in 
business letters, then the medium is said to be high in cuelessness , whereas i f 
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multiple social cues are available, such as the case in FtF communication where both 
verbal and non-verbal cues are available to communicators, then the medium is low 
in cuelessness. The concept of cuelessness is therefore similar to social presence. 
However, the social presence model seems most concerned with the socio-emotive 
dimensions of a medium, whereas the cuelessness model focuses on the availability 
of information by explicitly counting the number of cues present. 
Cuelessness is said to lead to greater psychological distance, meaning that the 
less cues that are available to communicators, the less 'social' the communication 
becomes. As a result, media high in cuelessness are usually more task-oriented and 
socially unspontaneous (Rutter, 1987). Therefore, using these ideas, CMC would be 
high in cuelessness, again because text is really the only cue available as opposed to 
other rich media such as FtF communication. According to these ideas, CMC shou ld 
ther·efore be a goal-directed med ium, and social behaviour· should not be particularly 
prevalent as the medium simpl y does not make it possible. Rutter (1987) comments: 
Cuelessness leads to psychological distance, psychological distance leads to 
task-oriented and depersonalized content, and task-oriented depersonalized 
content leads in turn to a deliberate, un spontaneous style and particular types 
of outcome. (p. 74). 
As explained earlier, some of the research into work-related behaviour in CMC 
supports the idea that CMC is depersonalized and task-oriented (e.g., Finholt & 
Sproull , 1990; Sherblom, 1988). However, there are certain behaviours which 
contradict the notion that the medium is not conducive to social activity. If media 
containing few social cues inevitably leads to more task-oriented and depersonalized 
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communication (Rutter, 1987), then there will be di fficulty in explaining the high 
incidence of flaming, wh ich often involves interpersonal and intergroup attacks and 
derogation. It will also be difficu lt to account for 'emoticons' or paralanguage such 
as 'smiley faces ' (e.g., Lea & Spears, 1992) where communicators attempt to convey 
emotion through the use of typographica l cues. Similw'ly, it is difficult to explain the 
concept of ' netiquette' where users of the Internet have negotiated a comprehensive 
and followed set of norms and standards (see McLaughlin, Osborne & Smith, 1995). 
I t is clear that the cuelessness model has problems in dealing with these types of 
social phenomena in CMC. The theory denies that a medium as bare in social cues 
as CMC could possibly bring about social behaviour of this nature whereas ev idencc 
suggests that CMC certainly does. 
So, it is clear that CMC can elicit interest ing social phenomena, and that 
r principles derived from the study of other communication media do not necessaril y 
apply to the study of CMC. As CMC bean to grow in popularity during the 19805, it 
therefore became necessary to conduct research specifically into the area of CMC, in 
order to explain and examine the seemingly unique aspects of the medium. The 
['educed social cues perspective was formulated in an attempt to explain these unique 
phenomena. 
The reduced social cues perspective 
Similar to the social presence model and the cuelessness model, the reduced 
social cues approach examined the effects of the lack of social cues on 
communication . However, research associated with thi s perspective did not make 
comparisons across different types of communication media, except comparisons 
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with FtF commun icat ion , but focused directl y on the effects of reduced soc ial cues 
on CMC. The research was conducted in the mid to late 19805, a period where CMC 
was growing in popularity and technological advancement. The research, some of 
which has already been examined in this chapter in relation to flaming, was 
conducted by the Committee on Social Science Research in Computing at Carnegie-
Mellon Un iversity in which 83% of the student population had a computer account in 
1986. Siegel and col leagues considered thi s high level of computer proficiency an 
advantage to their research. 
The reduced social cues perspecti ve proposed that there are features of CMC 
that can lead to more extreme communicative behaviour (Kiesler et ai., 1984; Siegel 
et ai., 1986). Specifically, it was argued that because non-verbal cues, such as facial 
expressions and tones of voice are not available to communicators in CMC, a 
number of soc ial psychological consequences make uninhibited behaviour more 
likely. As well as encouraging uninhibited behaviour, the lack of social cues present 
in CMC has been found to affect decision-making processes. Decisions become 
more polarized or extreme in the direction of a pre-determined norm, and decisions 
also become more ri sky (e.g. , Kiesler et ai. , 1984; Siegel et ai., 1986). 
Further, the reduced social cues approach suggests that because CMC has few 
social cues avai lable, it allows little feedback to be given to communicators about the 
appropriateness of their behaviour. For example, in FtF communication a frown may 
let a person know that a behaviour is inappropriate or disapproved of, yet in CMC 
this is not possible. Such constraints would normally regulate uninhibited (and 
indeed sometimes inappropriate) behaviour, but since such cues are not prescnt, it is 
proposed lhat the likelihood that uninhibited behaviour wil l occur is increased 
(Kiesler et. ai., 1984). 
~ I ~ 
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The approach proposes that a loss of inhibitions w ill be further enhanced by 
the fact that cues to leadership and power are also eliminated in CMC. However, we 
could argue that thi s will only be the case for anonymous CMC. Clearly, identifiable 
CMC will contain cues to leadership and power based on the names and titles 
associated with the messages. For example, a known manager in a corporation 
sending an e-mail to employees will inevi tab ly give away cues to his/her leadership 
and power. Further, the claim that CMC has no cues to power is easi ly disputed as 
there is a body of research arguing that language itsel f is 'powerful' in that it is the 
primary instrument of persuasion (e.g., Gibbons, Busch & Bradac, 1992; Ng & 
Bradac, 1993, Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). The reduced soc ial cues approach then, 
may be incorrect in assuming that because certain cues are not present in CMC, that 
people are more 'fl'ee' to exchange extreme arguments and engage in other types of 
uninhibited behaviour, as the threat from powerful others is reduced. It may not be 
reduced at ali. 
Research conducted under the framework of the reduced social cues 
perspective also examined communicative difficulties experienced in CMC and their 
effects on behaviour. For example, it has been proposed that time delays and other 
communication diffi culties may increase frustl'ation and perhaps also lead to 
increased uninhibited behaviour. Also, it is mentioned that to a degree, the 
computing ' sub-culture' advocates uninhibited, extreme behaviour (Siegel et. ai. , 
1986). That is, norms associated with CMC tend to reject conventional norms and 
standards of conduct, so that behaviour deviating from the accepted norm is perhaps 
encouraged. Finally, however, and perhaps most influen tiall y, the reduced social 
cues approach pl'oposes that CMC creates condi tions of deindividuation, which 
subsequentl y influences behaviour. 
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The deindividuating nature of CMC 
Deindividuation is defined as the loss of personal identity and reduced self-
awareness which comes about due to anonymity or submergence within a group 
(e.g., Zimbardo, 1969). Because of its anonymity, CMC is said to reduce self-
regulation and self-awareness and increase disinhibition (Kiesler et. a!., 1984). This 
leads to the expression of extreme arguments (e.g., polarization, Kiesler et a!., 1984; 
Sproull & Kiesler, 1986) , and forms of uninhibited behaviour. Using this argument, 
Kiesler and colleagues attempted to explain phenomena such as flaming. According 
to the reduced social cues account, factors leading to a state of deindividuation, and a 
'freeing' from social norms and standards allow flaming to occur. 
However, there is some confusion in the lilerature concerning the effects of 
self-consciousness or self-awareness on behaviour. In one instance, Kiesler et a!. 
(1984) argue that CMC reduces self-awareness and that this reduction in awareness 
of the self will bring about dis inhibited behaviour. That is , anonymous 
communicators become less aware of their behaviour and less aware when their 
behaviour deviates from accepted norms. When they are anonymous, 
communicators 'self-monitor' less, 'self-censor' less , and the result of these 
deficiencies is uninhibited behaviour. On the other hand, Siegel et a!. (1986) argue 
that a heightening of self-consciousness or self-absorption in the message, arguably 
closely related to self-awareness, may produce less sociab le and more uninhibited 
' anti-normative' behaviour. That is , becoming explicitly more aware of one's own 
behaviour encourages anti-normative behaviour. This creates an obvious confusion . 
Indeed the concept of deindividuation implies a loss of self-awareness (Diener, 
1980), yet there is inconsistency in opinions concerning the effects of anonymity on 
t 
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explicit self-awareness, and explicit self-awareness on behaviour. This claim that 
CMC is deindividuating, has been investigated in the work of Matheson and Zanna 
(1988, 1989, 1990) in their work on private versus public self awareness. 
It has been found that CMC leads to heightened private self-awareness, that is 
awareness of the covert aspects of the self such as personal feelings, attitudes, values 
and beliefs, but reduced public self-awareness, or reduced awareness of overt aspects 
of the self which are more sensitive to evaluation by others (Matheson & Zalllla, 
1988). Matheson and Zanna compared participants' levels of self-awareness whilst 
discussing a topic either FtF or via CMC. It was found that users of computer-
mediated communication reported greater private self-awareness but lower public 
self-awareness than subjects communicating FtF. Further, utili z ing a similar method , 
Matheson and Zanna (1989, 1990) found that computer users reported significantly 
greater levels of private self-awareness than those communicating FlF. 
These findings (Matheson & Zanna, 1988, 1989, 1990) also challenge the 
reduced social cues approach. They suggest, contrary to the reduced social cues 
perspective, that communicators were not deindividualed in communicating via 
computers. This calls into question the conclusions regal'ding the deindividuating 
effects of CMC. Matheson and Zanna (1990) wrote that "rather than being oblivious 
to internal standards and needs, computer users are more likely to be driven and 
motivated by these needs." (p. 6). That is, rather than being unconsciously affected 
by anonymity, people are explicitly aware of their norms and standards and are 
motivated by them. 
Further, it could be argued based on these results that self-awareness clearly 
has two separate aspects and that combining the two provides an inaccurate picture. 
That is, Matheson and Zanna's results separate awareness of the ' inside ' or private 
! I 
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self and the 'outside' or public self and show that these different types of self-
awareness are affected differently by the anonymity of CMC. Private self-awareness 
is increased, while public self-awareness is decreased. 
Also, Lea and Spears (1992) have noted that using deindividuation to explain 
group polarization, a social influence effect, is problematic because it implies that 
social influence is an anti-normative phenomenon. Deindividuation implies that 
norms and standards are rejected, and in the case of social influence, this is clearly an 
incorrect analysis as polarization describes the situation where adherence to group 
decisions is accentuated (Lea & Spears, (992). Generally speaking however, the 
claim that behaviour in CMC is anti -normative is problematic. Indeed, Spears and 
Lea (1992) stated that: 
both behaviour (flaming) and outcomes (group polarization) have been 
described as anti normative to the extent that they are more negative or 
extreme than some general social standard . However, if anti normative 
behaviour has a clear directional form, this would seem to define some sort of 
'norm', albeit an extreme and negative one (p. 41 ). 
Lea et al. (1992) also sampled messages from 1300 different newsgroups and found 
that flaming was restricted to certain newsgroups, and from their observations, it was 
clear that flaming was restricted mainly to contexts where flaming was acceptable. 
They stated that: 
The impression that this gives rise to - that flaming is normative behaviour 
for particular groups - is underlined by the fact that several interest groups 
have elected specifically to include the word ' flame' in their formal title 
thereby defining the norm for all potential contributors (e.g., 
'alternative. flame. abortion ') (p. 107). 
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From these observations, it can be concluded that, instead of being anti-nonnative 
and deindividuated, uninhibited behaviour in CMC can be purposeful behaviour, 
which is dependent on context and audience. Postmes and Spears (1998) conducted 
a meta-analysis of the deindividuation literature, which gave further support to the 
idea that deindividuation manipulations can cause more normative behaviour. 
Further, the reduced social cues approach does not distinguish between the 
effects of the lack of interpersonal visual cues (e.g., facial expressions) and the lack 
of cues to social aspects of the communication (e.g., biographical information about 
other communicators or the context of the communication). Knowledge or lack of 
knowledge of each type of cues may have completely differing effects on behaviour. 
For example, not being able to tell whether someone is frowning at you may have 
completely different effects to not being able to tell which racial group a 
communicative partner belongs to. 
Another somewhat related approach has been taken by Walther (1992; see 
also Walther et aI., 1994) which aims to make sense of the disparate findings in the 
reduced social cues approach. This social information processing approach is similar 
to the reduced social cues approach in that it focuses on a ' lack ' of a certain cue in 
CMC. This time, the focus is on the lack of time available for communicators to 
form impressions in computer-mediated communication, a topic briefly mentioned 
by Siegel et al. (1986). It is proposed that it is this lack of time which contributes to 
the antisocial nature of CMC. It is claimed that, if given sufficient time, 
communication via computers will become more similar in social content to that of 
FtF communication: 
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Given sufficient time for multiple message exchange and development, 
however, relational patterns in CMC and FtF settings should become s imilar 
(Walther, et aI., 1994, p.466). 
In a meta-analysis, Walther et al. (1994) examined the previous literature on 
flaming to examine the hypothesis that there should be a smaller proportion of 
antagonistic or negative, uninhibited communication in unrestricted (t ime unlimited) 
interactions. However, this hypothesis was not supported. Interaction restriction did 
not determine different amounts of antisocial communication within CMC, nor did it 
differentiate between CMC and FtF communication. Whilst Walther and colleagues 
found evidence that the amount of time communicators were allowed to speak 
increased the amount of socially oriented remarks as opposed to task-oriented 
remarks, the model cannot account for the variation in phenomena such as flamin g 
across media. 
Therefore, although the research under the broad banner of the reduced social 
cues approach is a good attempt at explaining soc ia l phenomena in CMC, especial ly 
flaming, it falls short in providing a believable and consistent account of the 
processes at work. In particular, questions have been raised regarding the reduced 
social cues approach's focus on the lack of cues to leadership and power in CMC. 
Research (e.g., see the review by Ng & Bradac, 1993) contradicts the idea that CMC, 
or any language-oriented medium would be powerless. Also, the concept of 
deindividuation as an explanation for CMC phenomena has proven to be 
pr·oblematic. It cannot account for increased group- normative behaviour in CMC 
and also, the fact that flaming, once thought to be anti-normative and chaotic, 
follows clearly context-dependent patterns and evidence of purpose. 
Conclusions 
In summary, theories explaining behaviour in CMC have focused on the 
primarily negative effects of the medium on communicative behaviour between 
individuals but have not provided a plausible explanation for the soc ial processes 
(either explicit or implicit) which occur to bring about behaviours such as flam ing. 
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Further, theories about and analyses of CMC have focused mainly on 
interpersonal communication in the medium. In particular, the relevant social 
psychological work has focused on the characteristics of the medium itself and the 
ways that characteristics of co mmunicators are changed by CMC. Considerab le 
emphasis has been placed on the limited social cues available to people using CMC 
(e.g. Rutter, 1987; Kiesler et aI., 1984) and also the fact that CMC has the capacity to 
be completely anonymous and may be deindividuating (e.g., Siegel et aI., 1986). 
Further, it has been suggested that the time constraints of CMC do not often enable 
people to be social with each other (Walther et aI., 1994). 
In each case, the approach has been to focus upon the behaviour of 
individuals and how the characteristics of individuals are affected by the 
characteristics of the medium. In this chapter, several problems have been exposed 
concerning these approaches and it is argued here that they are not capable of dealing 
with the broad variety of social behaviours in CMC exchanges. For example, CMC 
has been found to elicit positive interpersonal behaviour in contrast to the predictions 
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derived from the social presence model (e.g., Rice, 1987; Sproull & Kiesler, 1986; 
Walther, 1992). The social presence model predicts that a medium as low in social 
presence as CMC should not exhibit social behaviour, when this is clearly not the 
case. Also, the anecdotal evidence of friendship and relationship formation 
contradicts the 'bare' social nature of CMC. The use of typographical cues to 
convey emotion (e.g., see Lea & Spears, 1992), and the emergence of Internet rules 
and norms (McLaughlin et aI., 1995) are also difficult to explain by saying that CMC 
is impersonal and work-oriented only. These accounts do not account for increased 
private self-awareness observed in CMC (Matheson & Zanna, 1989, 1990). Finally, 
hostile behaviour is difficult to explain using the social presence and reduced social 
cues models. Low social presence and increased task-orientation would be expected 
to preclude the existence of interpersonal and intergroup hostility. 
Chapter 3 outlines a model which attempts to explain the effects of 
identifiability on behaviour and focuses on intergroup, not interpersonal behaviour. 
This SIDE model (Reicher et aI., 1995; Spears & Lea, 1994) has been directly and 
successfully applied to the study of computer-mediated communication. It is a 
developing framework which attempts to avoid the shortcomings of previous theories 
of research in understanding social psychological processes related to identifiability. 
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Chapter 3 
The social identity model of deindividuation effects (SIDE) 
Introduction 
Chapter 2 outlined the different approaches that have been used to explain 
social behaviour such as flaming in CMC. The major limitation of these models is 
their inadequacy in effici ently explaining the wide range of social behaviours in 
CMC and spec ifically the normative properties of flaming (see Lea et aI., 1992). The 
influent ial reduced social cues approach in particular, attempts to explain behaviour 
by focusing on how the characteristics of CMC, in particular anonymity, make 
people less se lf-aware and less responsible for their own personal actions (e.g., 
Kieslel' et aI., 1984). Thus, it presents an indi vidualistic analysis of the effects of 
anonymity on behaviour. As is explained in this chapter, the social identity model of 
deindividuation effects describes such individualism as the major weakness of 
deindividuation theory. This type of approach does not take into account how the 
group membershi ps of communicators, and the salience of social categories, 
influence behaviour. The SIDE model (Reicher et aI., 1995; Spears & Lea, 1994) 
exam ines the effects of group salience on deindividuated behaviour, specifically 
CMC, and is discussed in the current chapter. This chapter: 
I. Provides an overview of early theories of deindividuation and outlines 
SIDE's critique of deindividuation theory. 
2. Outlines the hypotheses of the SIDE model and provides an overview 
of the research conducted within this fra mework. 
3. Examines the how the SIDE model might explain flaming, and the 
soc ial psychological processes in vo lved in fl aming. 
Early approaches to deindividuation and the SIDE alternative 
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The SIDE model was origi nall y developed to challenge existing explanations 
for deindividuation effects, but SIDE theorists have also critic ised earl y theories of 
behaviour in CMC. This section briefl y overviews the earl y models of 
deindi viduation, relates these to the most popular attempt to explai n behav iour in 
CMC, the reduced social cues approach, and outlines SIDE's critique of 
deindividuation theory. The structure of the fo llowing section follows that of 
Reicher et al. ( 1995). 
Crowd behaviour 
Theories of crowd behaviour, notably the wo rk of Gustave L e Bon 
( 1895/ 1947) provided the origins of modern deindividuation theory and have 
moulded popular conceptions of co llect ive behaviour, including theories about 
behav iour in CMC. Le Bon 's work resulted in a politically motivated criti cism of 
co ll ective behaviour. At a time when French society was volatile and protests and 
ri ots were commonplace, L e Bon's work , which described collecti ve behav iour as 
irrational and fickle, was well received. 
Le Bon believed that being in a crowd causes individuals to act di fferently 
than they would act when alone. Being submerged in a large group of people allows 
an indi vidual to react on impulses which would normall y be contro lled, and perform 
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behaviours which would normally be self-censored. It is said that this occurs due to 
three mechanisms. Firstly, anonymity prevents people from being isolated or 
identified from others in a crowd. Being unable to be differentiated from others 
leads to a loss of personal responsibility, a sense of being 'untouchable' and a loss of 
self-control. This is similar to the proposed deindividuated nature of anonymous 
CMC. Loss of control, Le Bon argues, leads to contagion where this lack of 
t'esponsibility spreads throughout the crowd and everybody begins to think and act in 
the same manner. Finally, people in the crowd become more suggest ible. That is, 
being in a crowd leads to a blind acceptance of the demands of being in a crowd, and 
people unquestioningly follow " impulses emanating from their common 
unconsciou s" (Reicher et aI., 1995, p. 162). 
The above analysis suggests that the crowd is a messy, incoherent and often 
dangerous rabble where people are not capable of se lf-control and are the victims of 
a common, and inferior mind. It is difficult to directly relate Le Bon's ideas to 
theories attempting to ex plain behav iour in CMC, however, modern theories of 
deindividuation, which have the ir origins in Le Bon's ideas, have been heavily 
influential in framing theories of behaviour in CMC. Modern theories of 
deindividuation have applied and extended Le Bon's principles to small groups and 
the examine the effects of anonymity within groups on behaviour. This is echoed in 
the reduced social cues account of behaviour in CMC. Modern theories of 
deindividuation will be discussed in the next section . 
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Modern deindividuation theories 
The term deindividuation was coined by Festinger et al. (1952) to describe 
situations in which people cannot be individuated or isolated from others. According 
to Festinger and colleagues, being deindividuated in a group brings about a loss of 
individuality in its members. In a similar vein to Le Bon, Festinger and colleagues 
proposed than being deindividuated within a group reduces normal constraints on 
behaviour or norms and standards of behaviour, and people can do things they 
normally would not do because they are not directly accountable fOI' their actions. 
They are in a sense liberated to do what they like. However, Festinger and 
colleagues elaborated little on the causes of the deindividuated state, and what 
specific behaviours would result from it (Reicher et aI., 1995). 
Zimbardo (1969) is responsible for the development of the deindividuation 
theory most commonly known today. Zimbardo was more specific about what 
variables would lead to a state of deindividuation, as well as the behaviours that 
should result from deindividuation. Specifically, Zimbardo said that factors leading 
to a state of deindividuation were anonymity, responsibility (shared, diffused or 
given up), group size and activity, altered temporal perspective so that focus is more 
on the 'here and now' rather than the past or present, arousal, sensory input overload , 
physical involvement in the act, reliance upon non-cognitive interactions and 
feedback, a novel or unstructured situation, and altered states of consciousness such 
as those brought about by the use of alcohol and drug-taking. Zimbardo claimed that 
all of these factors act to minimise self-observation and evaluation, reduce concern 
for social evaluation and lead to a weakening of controls based on feelings of guilt, 
shame, fear and commitment. Thus, thresholds for expressing inhibited behaviours 
are lowered, and these behaviours are typically impulsive, irrational, emotional, 
distorted, difficult to terminate and generally aggressive or otherwise negative. 
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Diener (1980) provided a theoretical clarification of Zimbardo's theory by 
introducing the concept of objective self-awareness (Duval & Wicklund, 1972; 
Wicklund, 1975). Objective self-awareness is high when people's attention is drawn 
inward towards the self and people actively monitor their own behaviour. Objective 
self-awareness is low when focus is more outward and people monitor their own 
behaviour less, or not at all (Duval & Wicklund, 1972; Wicklund, 1975). According 
to Diener, deindividuation is caused by a reduction in objective self-awareness. 
Variables that can reduce this self-awareness can bring about deindividu3tion. Under 
conditions of deindividuation, attention is drawn away from the se lf and people are 
less capable of monitoring their behaviour with relation to internal norms and 
standards. People therefore become more receptive to external, environmental 
influences and act irresponsibly because they are less capable of evaluating the 
consequences of their behaviour. This implies an that people lose conscious 
awareness of their behaviours and the possible outcomes of their behaviours. 
Prentice-Dunn and Rogers (1982, 1989) reformulated this idea by introducing 
the distinction between public and private self-awareness (e.g., Carver & Scheier, 
1981) with relation to crowd behaviour to account for the wide range of 
deindivicluated phenomena associated with anonymity reported in the literature. 
Public self-awareness is said to decrease due to anonymity such that people become 
less aware of how they appear publicly to others. Anonymous individuals are 
therefore less aware about how they present themselves and the resulting behaviour 
will tend to be anti-normative. Also, private self-awareness, or awareness of internal 
norms and standards, is posited to decrease due to the physiological arousal of being 
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in a crowd and the high levels of group cohesiveness. People become less aware of 
their own internal standards of behaviour, and this will also lead them to behave anti-
normatively. Nonnally, this means that deindividuated persons will behave 
antisocially. Again therefore, deindividuation is said to impact upon behaviour by 
reducing the level of explicit control that people have over their thoughts and actions. 
CMC theories such as the reduced social cues approach share a heritage with 
these ideas. Deindividuation theory proposes that factors such as anonymity 
decrease an individual 's focus on their own internal norms and standRl'ds, resulting in 
anti-normative behaviour. Similarly, Kiesler and colleagues, advocates of the 
reduced social cues approach in CMC, assert that anonymity reduces self-regulation 
and self-awareness and increases disinhibition (Kiesler et. aI., 1984). Loss of 
inhibitions leads to the ex pI'ession of extreme arguments (e.g., polarization, Kiesler et 
aI., 1984; Sproull & Kiesler, 1986), and forms of uninhibited, ami-social behaviour 
like flaming. According to this perspective, factors leading to a state of 
deindividuation, and a 'freeing' from social norms and standal'ds, allow flaming to 
occur. 
However, as discussed in Chapter 2, there are problems with this type of 
analysis of behaviour in CMC. For example, the results of Matheson and Zanna 
(1988, 1989, 1990) suggest, contrary to the reduced social cues 'deindividuation' 
perspective, that communicators' self-awareness is not globally reduced during CMC 
interactions. Private self-awareness is increased, while public se lf-awareness is 
decreased. This challenges theories proposing that CMC frees people from their 
normal standards of behaviour. Further, Reicher et al. (1995) point out that there are 
complications with modern deindividuation theory more generally. This type of 
individuali st ic analysis is criticised by SIDE theorists because it claims that a loss of 
j 
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individuality is equal to a loss of personality (Postmes, 1997). That is, when people 
are anonymous, they lose their sense of self. However, the conception of self here 
refers to personal identity only, and does not take into account the importance of 
social identities or group identities to the se lf. 
SIDE's critique of deindividuation theory 
The primary SIDE criticism of deindividuation theory is the notion that 
anonymity leads to a loss of selfhood. The idea that deindividuated people act 
without se lf-regulation implies that they are not in control of their behaviour and act 
irresponsibly and anti-normatively because of this lack of control. That is , most of 
the time, deindividuation will bring out behaviours which never emerge under 
norm al conditions, and these behaviours are typically negative and/or ami-social. 
Reicher et al. (1995) propose that this notion of deindividuation as a loss of 
self and a loss of behavioural control, depends on an individualistic conception of the 
self, with which they disagree. They state: 
The self is regarded as unitary, and refers to the unique set of dispositions and 
chamcteristics that mark the person as distinct hom all other individual s . It is 
also the sole source of rational action. To put it slightly differently , rational 
action is equated with the self and the self is equated with personal identity. 
The loss of personal identity is therefore equated with the loss of identity and 
the loss of rationality (p. 168). 
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Further, deindividuation theory, even traced back to Le Bon, proposes that group 
membership is one of the antecedents of deindividuation. That is, group membership 
leads to a loss of se lfhood, selfhood being the only basis for rational action, and a 
reduction in personal control over one's actions. Essentially, being in a group results 
in meaningless, anti-normative and irrational behaviour. 
In contrast, the SIDE model builds on social identity theory (e.g., Tajfel & 
Turner, 1986) and self-categorization theory (e.g. , Turner et aI. , 1987) to argue that 
group membership does not equate to a loss of self leading to anti-social and anti-
normative behaviour. SCT in particular, argues that in each individual, there are 
many levels of the ' self'. The self is not only the individual ' s personal identity, or 
what separates that individual from other individuals. The self also encompasses a 
range of possible social identities related to group memberships. That is , the self is 
not only determined by idiosyncratic properties, but properties that are shared with 
others, such as race, gender, and political opinion for example. Further, SCT 
suggests that when a particular group identity becomes salient 01' important, people 
feel more similar to othel's in their group, and different to other groups. This results 
in a "depersonalization of individual self-perception" or "self-stereotyping" as a 
member of a group (Turner et aI., 1987, p. 49). People feel more like members of 
their own group separate from other groups. 
When at any given time a person feels part of a group , or identifies with a 
group, then they will be aware of, or attuned to, the norms and standards of that 
group than they are at other times. They will be aware of what it means to be a 
group member, and this knowledge will guide behaviour. Therefore, group members 
do not have to be near to, or visible to other group members to be influenced by 
them. People do not have to be 'with ' a group to feel like they belong to it , and so 
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they do not have to be 'with' the group to feel bound by its norms and standards 
(Turner et aI., 1987). The SIDE model uses this perspective to challenge the idea 
that group membership prevents normative behaviour. That is, anonymity within a 
group may serve to enhance, rather than diminish commitment to group norms. This 
idea is of central importance to the SIDE model. The next section elaborates on this 
idea more fully in outlining the principles and predictions of the model and the 
research undertaken to test these predictions. 
The SIDE model: Pdnciples and predictions 
In the 1995 formulation of SIDE, there are two components: (a) the cognitive 
dimension (which might also be called the self-categorical dimension, see Douglas & 
McGarty, in press; McGarty, Taylor & Douglas, in press) which relates to the 
salience of social categories, and (b) the strategic or identity enactment dimension 
which examines how behaviour might be related to the salience of social categories 
and the context of the interaction (Postmes et aI., 1998; Reicher et aI., 1995, Spears 
& Lea, 1992, 1994). Recent moves have been for an integration of the two 
components because of the possibility for interaction between cognitive and strategic 
factors (see Reicher, in press), however this overview will approach each separately 
for the purposes of clarity. I firstly focus on the cognitive SIDE and late r the 
strategic SIDE which is of most importance to the present research. 
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The cognitive SIDE 
In challenging deindividuation theory's conceptions of group behaviour, 
Reicher et al. (1995) revisited Zimbardo's (1969) paradigm for assessing 
deindividuated group behaviour. In Zimbardo's paradigm, participants wore hoods 
and baggy overalls to be deindividuated. According to self-categorization theory and 
SIDE, asking people to wear such garments should have different effects on 
behaviour depending on the salient self-category and what is happening in the 
deindividuation manipulation. Reicher and colleagues argue that manipulating 
deindividuation by immersion in a group should reinforce the salience of a prominent 
socia l identity (should one be prominent) at the expense of personal identity. So, if 
personal identity is salient, wearing baggy overalls and hoods may increase personal 
focus and increase individual behaviour, but if group identity is salient, the 
deindividuation manipulation is more likely to have the effect of promoting 
behaviour consistent with norms of the group. 
Further, SIDE argues that anonym ity will either enhance or attenuate social 
identity depending on whether or not group salience is high to begin with: 
If the group level of identity is already emphasized, then anonymity is likely 
to enhance the salience of social identity still further by emphasizing the 
interchangeability of group members and obscuring interpersonal differences 
(Reicher et aI., 1995, p. 178). 
Thus, when people cannot see others with whom they are interacting in their group, 
they will be less able to differentiate between group members, as they have no 
idiosyncratic cues on which to make judgements. This would be the case if group 
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members were interacting wearing hoods and baggy overalls. If, under these 
conditions, people are interacting in a context which allows a particular social 
identity to become salient (e.g., when everyone interacting is a student or when 
everyone shares a similar political ideology), and these shared characteristics are 
clear to the individual or pertinent to the interaction, then the pl"Ocess of 
depersonalization is more likely to occur, such that people are seen as more 'al ike' or 
interchangeable. The salience of their shared group qualities or social identity, is 
enhanced. SIDE posits that this increase in salience influences behaviour. Under 
conditions of high group salience, anonymity will emphasise what people have in 
common, and this will increase attention to group norms. Anonymity is therefore 
likely to increase adherence to gl"Oup-normative behaviour. Under conditions of low 
gl"Oup salience, the picture is different: 
However, anonymity is likely to have rather different effects if it is not 
accompanied by explicit group immersion. Where gl"Oup salience is low and 
where group boundaries are indistinct, anonymity may undermine the process 
of depersonalization, by emphasizing one's isolation fl"Om the group or by 
further obscuring group boundaries (Reicher et aI., 1995 p. 178). 
Under these conditions, anonym ity will decrease gl"Oup salience further. If there is 
no gl"Oup identity salient, or if the salience of that group identity is low, then there is 
no sense of commonality amongst people engaged in the interaction. It is more 
likely under such conditions, that personal identity will become more important and 
people will adhere more to their own personal norms and standards. 
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Therefore, the cognitive component of the SIDE model proposes that 
cognitive or self-categorical consequences can arise from anonymity. Anonymity 
can increase or decrease the salience of social categories depending on the level of 
group salience or 'fee lings of simi larity ' already present amongst interactants. As a 
result, anonymity can increase or decrease the influence of the group over its 
members depending on the social context, and group-normative behaviour can 
increase or decrease. Research undertaken to investigate these hypotheses, in 
particular in CMC, is examined in the following section (see also Postmes et aI., 
1998 for a review). 
Cognitive SIDE reseal'ch 
The earliest study aimed (0 test these alternative deindividuation predictions 
related to the salience of social category was conducted by Reicher (1984), quite 
some time before SIDE was formally expressed as a model. The study brought 
science and social science students together in the same room, creating an intergroup 
scenario. Participants were either in a 'group' condition where science and social 
science students were seated at opposite tables in a room, facing each other, or an 
' individual' condition where scientists and social scientists were mixed together 
facing the front of the room. The group condition was aimed to increase the salience 
of the categories 'scientist ' and 'social scientist' for the participants, while the 
individual condition was aimed to increase the importance of individual identity. All 
participants in the group condition were told that they would be tested as groups, not 
as individuals, whereas in the individual condition, participants were informed that 
they would be tested as individuals. As in the original Zimbardo (1969) studies, 
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anonymity was manipulated by making participants wear baggy overalls and masks, 
so that others were not identifiable to them. Identifiable participants were dressed in 
their normal attire. In the group-anonymous condition, one group wore red masks 
and one wore white masks. This was so that groups were clearly differentiable from 
each other. In the individual-anonymous condition, all participants wore white 
masks. 
Participants then viewed a video-tape concerning the issue of vivisection. In 
the video, scientists were presented as pro-vivisection and social scientists were 
presented as anti-vivisection. Participants' attitudes towards vivisection were 
measured. Results indicated that people conformed more to the ingroup norm when 
they were immersed in their group. That is, scientists in groups were more pro-
vivisection than scientists tested as individuals, and social scientists in groups were 
more anti-vivisection than social scientists tested as individuals. Further, it was 
found that science students adhered more to the group norm (pro-vivisection) when 
they were deindividuated and when group membership was salient (the group-
anonymous condition) than in the individual-anonymous condition. The effect was 
non-significant when participants were not deindividuated. It is not clear why this 
effect did not occur for social science students, but generally speaking, these early 
results are consistent with SIDE's alternative deindividuation theory. When group 
membership is salient, anonymity can serve to increase adherence to the norms of 
that group. 
SIDE has been tested using CMC as a tool to Illanipulate deindividuation. As 
stated in Chapter 2, deindividuation theory has been employed to atteillpt to explain 
CMC phenoillena such as flailling. SIDE research has challenged the notion that 
behaviour in CMC creates a classically deindividuating situation resulting in reduced 
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self-awareness and more extreme, disinhibited behaviour (Reicher et aI., 1995). In 
particular, SIDE challenges the idea that group polarization observed in anonymous 
CMC comes about due to these deindividuating processes. Instead SIDE proposes, 
following from SCT, that group polarization is not simply a process of expressing an 
extreme, novel argument (e.g., see conclusions of Kiesler et aI., 1984; Siegel et aI., 
1986). Rather, polarization is an process of conformity to the ingroup norm, relative 
to the position of the outgroup. That is, polarization is the expression of attitudes 
consonant with the ingroup prototypical norm, in light of known outgroup attitudes. 
The first studies relating to SIDE in the CMC domain were therefore designed to test 
if anonymous CMC leads to heightened group polarization, because anonymity 
increases the salience of social categories and promotes adherence to group norms, 
not because people become less inhibited and behave more extremely. 
Spears, Lea and Lee (1990; see also Spears & Lea, 1991 for further analyses 
of this data set) designed a study to explore the effects of deindividuation (using 
CMC) on group polarization. Participants consisted of Internet mail users who were 
asked, in groups of three, to discuss four controversial issues over the computer after 
having given their individual attitudes on these issues a few days earlier. After 
discussion of the issues, their attitudes were measured again to examine the 
possibility that attitudes became polarized during the course of the experiment. 
Group identity was made salient by informing participants that comparisons would 
be made between groups in relation to their efficiency in using the CMC system and 
their communication style. The individual condition informed participants that 
comparisons would be made between individuals in relation to their efficiency in 
using the CMC system and their communication style. In the deindividuated 
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condition, participants were physically isolated from the other participants. In the 
individuated condition , participants were seated in the same room , facing each other. 
Results indicated that polarization towards the group norm was greatest in the 
deindividuated with salient group identity condition and lowest in the deindividuated 
individual condition. Greater polarization was not related to the expression of more 
uninhibited behaviour but indicated movements away from individual attitudes 
towards the group norm. These results al'e similar to those of Reicher (1984) and 
provided further support for the SIDE prediction that the effects of deindividuation 
are dependent not only upon the manipulation of deindividuation , but also on the 
sa lience of social categories. Furthermore, results contradict Kies ler et al. (1984) in 
that polarization is not related to disinhibition. It is a response to the social context 
of the interaction. Reicher et al. (1995) suggest that "it becomes necessary to ask 
which level of self-categorization is operative and what are the nOnllS associated 
with it" (p. 183) in order to predict what behaviour will occur. 
Postmes (1997, Studies 4.1 and 4.2) further investigated the issue of 
polarization in computer-mediated groups. 'Conservative ' business students from 
Amsterdam and 'liberal' psychology students from Manchester were asked to di scuss 
three topics: homosexuality, drugs and the monarchy after having given pre-test 
attitudes on these issues. After discussion, participants filled in a post-test 
questionnaire related to their attitudes on the three issues, repeated the discussion 
phase and filled in another post-test questionnaire. In the anonymous condition, 
discussants were identified by their initials only. In the identifiable condition, 
participants were identified by their first name and were informed that their video-
imaged pictures would be shown to the outgroup. During the experiment, 
participants viewed pictures of three randomly selected supposed outgroup members. 
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Results indicated that when the two groups discussed the issues anonymously, 
bipolarization of attitudes occurred, such that groups ' attitudes polarized, or became 
more extreme in the direction of the group norm. That is, the two groups shifted 
further apart in favour of their own group norm. In contrast, identifiability tended to 
bring the attitudes of both groups together. The follow-up study further revealed 
"attenuation of attitude convergence" (p. 91) in the anonymous condition, although 
interestingly no bipolarization. 
Postmes, Spears, Sakhel and de Groot (1999) conducted two studies in which 
the effects of identifiability on pre-established groups norms were tested. 
Participants were primed with either pro-social or efficiency-oriented behaviour in 
the form of scrambled sentences , in order to induce either a pro-social or efficiency-
oriented norm. Groups of three or four were then asked to solve a dilemma using 
CMC to communicate with each other. Similar to Postmes (1997, Experiments 4.1 
and 4.2), participants were visually identifiable by having their picture and those or 
other group members displayed on the screen) , or visually anonymous to the rest or 
the group. Results indicated that anonymous groups ' behaviour was consistent with 
the primed norm, but identifiable groups' behaviour was not. In a follow-up study, 
this finding was replicated and further enhanced by demonstrating that 
communication reinforces the group norm. When primed with a particular group 
norm , they saw their group as acting more in line with that norm. 
Postmes and Spears (1999) investigated gender differences relating to 
dominance in meetings conducted via CMC. Gender stereotypes were primed and 
participants were engaged in discussions about gender-relevant issues. During 
discussion, participants were made either anonymous to each other, or made 
personally identifiable to each other through the exchange of biographical 
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information. Interaction style during discussion and the stereotypical perception of 
fellow group members were measured. Results indicated that stereotype activation 
teamed with anonymity produced the most stereotyping and gender-stereotypical 
behaviour. That is , anonymity can, if stereotypes are activated, e licit stereotypical 
gender perception and.r:!.:@Y actually increase stereotypical perception. That is, 
reduced biographical information group members induced ste reotyping and 
stereotypical behavioul' amongst the group in the same manner as SIDE predicts for 
visual anonymity. 
Overall, research associated with the cognitive aspects of anonymity in CMC, 
and in other domains, consistently show that anonymity increases group-normative 
behaviour (see Postmes et aI. , 1998 for a review). Generally speaking, rather than 
allowing people to ' break free ' from their group(s), anonymity increases people's 
adherence to the group norms expected of them in everyday li fe. In relation to CMC, 
this is an important challenge to previous theories explaining behaviour in the 
medium. In contrast to the idea that behaviour in CMC is anti-nonnative, de-
regulated and random , l'ese3l"ch conducted unde r the framework of the SIDE model 
has found CMC to be capable of reinforcing group boundaries and keeping 
behaviour in line with group norms (Postmes et aI., 1998). 
It is important to again note that cognitive SIDE research has focused on the 
behavioural effects of visual anonvmity of group members 12 the se lf. In accordance 
with SCT ideas , visual anonymity obscures interpersonal differences within the 
group such that an individual's view of group members becomes depersonali zed. 
Similarly, as in Postmes and Spears ' (1999) study, the lack of biographical 
individuating information has a simi lar effect. If group membership is salient, then 
anonymity will increase this salience further because interpersonal differences are 
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obscured, and increased group-normative behaviour should be the result. The 
cognitive SIDE, however, does not presently separate these phenomena from the 
effects of visual anonymity lQ others, or the effects of identifiability not related to 
visibility or biographical information (e.g., identifiabi lity by name or concealment of 
one's identity by not supp lying a name). Recently, SIDE theorists have cons idered 
this issue (e.g., see Reicher, in press) however the strategic component of the SIDE 
model expl icit ly addresses the possible effects of being anonymous or identifiable lQ 
others. 
The strategic SIDE 
The cognitive SIDE stresses that manipulations of identifiability can increase 
the impact of group norms under conditions of high group salience. That is , 
anonymity can have cognitive or self-categorical consequences in making social 
identity more or less sal ient, depending on the context of the inte raction. The 
strategic component of the SIDE model proposes that the impact of group norms on 
behaviour can also be affected by another route related to the strategic expression of 
identity (Spears & Lea, 1994; Postmes, 1997). If personal identity is made salient in 
a social context, for example, during a person-to-person competition between 
persons A and B , it encourages individual, idiosyncratic behaviour. Entering 
anonymity into the equation allows Person A to express herself as an individual and 
say things with which Person B may disagree. Because person A is anonymous, she 
will not fear punishment from Person B and can express herself freely . 
A similar process occurs in an intergroup context (Reicher et aI., 1995 ; 
Spears & Lea, 1994). If, for example, Person C identifies with a particular social 
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group, and is interacting with a group of others whom he considers to be members of 
the opposing and powerful outgroup, under conditions of anonymity Person C will be 
more likely to express aspects of his ingroup identity because he cannot punished by 
the outgroup for doing so. That is, he will be more likel y to act in line with his own 
group norms in the presence of an opposing and powerful outgroup, as long as he is 
anonymous and cannot be punished for it. More explicitly: 
we would propose that group members will express those behaviours that are 
consonant with their social identity but which are disapproved of by the 
outgroup, only to the extent that they have the power to overcome any actual 
resistance and/or retaliation by that Olltgrollp. Any variable lhal increases the 
power of the olltgroup in relation to the ingroup will decrease the expression 
of such behaviours. Any variable wh ich increases the power of the ingroup 
in relation to the olltgrollp will increase the expression of such behaviours 
(Reicher et aI., 1995, p. 186). 
Being identifiable to the outgrollp is one sllch variable that will increase the power of 
the olltgroup over the ingroup and should, according to SIDE, decrease the 
expression of ingroup-normative behaviours. That is, increasing identifiability to the 
olltgroup increases the power of the outgroup to make ingroup members accountable 
for their behaviour. 
However, it is different when the audience, or co-present individuals are 
ingroup members. Reicher et al. (1995) propose that under conditions where one is 
identifiable to other ingroup members, the power of the outgroup over the ingroup is 
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diminished because the presence of the ingroup provides 'support' against the 
outgroup: 
On the one hand, when ingroup members are made more identifiable with 
I'espect to the outgroup, the relative power of outgroup over ingroup will be 
increased by inCl'eas ing their ability to hold ingroup members to account for 
their actions. On the other hand, when ingroup members are made more 
identifi ab le wi th respect to ingroup members, the relative power of outgroup 
over ingroup will be decreased by increas ing the ability of ingroup members 
to support each other in resist ing the oUlgroup (p. 187) . 
Specifica ll y, co-presence with the ingroup will increase social support by the ingroup 
against the outgroup, and thi s should result in increased enactmen t of the sa lien t 
ingroup identity. Being in the presence of others who share an identity, should 
encourage the enactment of that identity. On the other hand, identifi abi lity to the 
outgroup will decrease the enactment of ingroup identity because of fear of 
puni shment by the outgroup. Whatever audience is present however, it is important 
to note that the strategic SIDE proposes that soc ial identity will be exp lici tl y 
expressed or attenuated depending on the situation. A figure representing the enti re 
SIDE model is presented in Figure 3. 1. 
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Deindividuati on 
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Effects 01' deindividuation 
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Cognitive SIDE 
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~ ~ 
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~ ~ 
Adherence to Adherence to 
group norms personal 
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Strategic SIDE 
Identifiability Co-presence 
(to powerful (of ingroup, 
outqroup) while faced 
with powerful 
outgroup) 
~ ~ 
Feelings of Evaluation of 
accountability social 
and increased responsel 
self- suppon 
presentation 
concerns 
~ ~ 
Normative Nonnative 
behaviour behaviour 
permitted or permilled or 
facilitated by facilitated by 
situation situation 
Figure 3.1. The SIDE model. This diagram was adapted from diagrams in Postmes 
(1997) and Spears and Lea (1994). 
Few studies have investigated these strategic effects on behaviour, and there 
is an important gap in the realm of computer-mediated communication. The current 
research therefore aims to extend this area instead of the more researched, yet sti ll 
developing cognitive dimension of the SIDE model. Research conducted on the 
strategic dimension of the SIDE model has mainly focused on the effects of 
identifiability to powerful outgroup audiences and issues regarding surveillance by 
powerful outgroups, however more recent research has begun to investigate the 
importance of ingroup audiences. An overview of the literature associated with 
strategic and self-presentational behaviour is presented here. 
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Reicher and Levine ( 1994a) report the results of two studies in which they 
made participants identifiable to a powerful outgroup audience and measured the 
level of group-normative behaviour. In the preliminary study, the researchers asked 
participants to divide into groups based on whether they were opposed or in support 
of the British Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND). Pro- and anti- nuclear 
disarmament participants were then e ither made visible or non-visible to the group of 
people holding the opposing view (the outgroup). Next, participants were asked to 
complete a nuclear disanllament attitude scale and then evaluate a debate between 
supporters and opposers of nuclear disarmament. During the debate , participants 
were asked to allocate points to each side based on the fo rce of the arguments, and 
then allocate a final set of points at the conclusion of the debate. Whilst doing so, 
they were either visible to the ingroup and outgroup by being seated around the tabl e 
so everyone could see everyone else, or non-visible to the outgroup (but still visible 
to the ingroup) by having the two groups separated by a screen. 
Further, in the visible condition, participants were informed that afterwards, 
they would be asked to read their responses in front of the whole ingro Lip and 
outgroup, and that the outgroup had the power to partition points amongst the 
ingroup after the experiment. In the non-visible condition, participants wel'e 
infol'llled that they would read their responses in front of the whole ingroup who 
would collate scores for the outgroup. Again, the outgroup had the power to 
partition points amongst the ingroup. 
Results revealed that groups generally favoured their own group (ingroup 
favo uritism) by allocating more points to the ingroup. More interestingly, it was 
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shown that ingroup favouritism increased when participants were not individually 
identifiable to the outgroup. From these findings , Reicher and Levine conducted 
another study, hypothesising that visibility to a powerful outgroup would decrease 
the expression of behaviours which are consonant with an ingroup identity but which 
the outgroup opposes (1994a). However, it was also predicted that behaviours not 
opposed by the outgroup, or behaviours not consistent with ingroup identity will not 
be affected by the manipulation of visibility. 
In this second study, either a 'student ' or 'scientist' identity was made salient 
by informing participants that the researchers were interested in how 
students/scientists viewed particular issues related to work and leisure. Participants 
were asked to complete a questionnaire related to these issues either under conditions 
of identifiability, where pa[·ticipants were asked to write their names on the 
questionnaires, 0[· anonymously, where participants were asked to use a nick-name. 
Participants were under the impression that their responses would be read by an 
outgroup audience, in this case, academic staff. 
Results indicated that participants in the 'student' identity condition were 
more likely to make 'punishable' statements (e.g., choosing psychology because it is 
easy, that they would copy people 's work if they thought they could get away with it) 
when they were anonymous to the outgroup academics. However, those under the 
'scientist ' identity were not similarly more likely to make such punishable statements 
when they were anonymous to the academics. From these results, Reicher and 
Levine (1 994a) concl uded that the increased expressions of ' punishable ' behaviours, 
disapproved of by the outgroup, are only facilitated by anonymity under conditions 
where the behaviours are in line with the currently salient ingroup identity. 
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In following up this idea, Reicher and Levine (1994b) conducted a further 
study in which physical education (PE) students were asked to complete a similar 
questionnaire related to attitudes on work and leisure. Half of the participants were 
made identifiable to the outgroup (the course organisers) by being asked to write 
their names on the questionnaires, and half were asked to write a nick-name on their 
questionnaires , and were therefore non-identifiable to the outgroup. Results 
indicated that for punishable items, identifiability led to decreased conformity to the 
ingroup stereotype, but for non-punishable items, identifiability to the outgroup led 
to increased accentuation of students ' differences from the outgroup. Decreasing 
identifiability to a powerful outgroup decreases the power of that outgroup to 
sanction punishable behaviour. 
Reicher, Levine and Gordijn (1998) examined this issue further and also 
tested the SIDE prediction that co-presence with other ingroup members should 
enable people to explicitly resist the outgroup and assert their ingroup identity. In 
the first of three experiments, Reicher and colleagues asked participants to indicate 
whether they were pro- or anti-fox hunting, and asked the anti-hunting participants to 
complete a questionnaire responding to pro- and anti-hunting arguments. Results 
were contrary to predictions in that co-presence with the ingroup actually decreased 
the expression of anti-hunting (group-normative) arguments. However, it was 
reasoned that participants might have perceived the intergroup context as 
'participants versus experimenters ' instead of the desired 'anti- versus pro-hunting ' . 
In this case, visibility to other participants might have been used to resist an 
"experimentally imposed definition of themselves as favouring disruptive activity" 
(p.IS). That is, if the experimenters were seen as a more extreme anti-hunting group, 
then the participants would reject the extreme norms imposed upon them and thi s 
should lead to decreased expression of the ingroup identity. 
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Study 2 tested this idea by eliminating participants' identifiability to the pro-
hunting group, leaving the participants only identifiable to the experimenters. The 
results of the first study were replicated. Finally, Study 3 focused exclusively on the 
relationship between students and staff (participants and experimenters). As 
predicted, students increased their endorsement of 'student' activities that were 
punishable by staff, when they were identifiable to other students. This research 
therefore supports the SIDE model 's prediction that co-presence with other ingroup 
members increases people 's ability to resist the outgroup. That is, people 
consciously or explicitly express their ingroup identity because the presence of the 
ingroup members allows them to do so. 
The effects of identifiability to an ingroup audience in the absence of 
outgroup involvement were studied by Noel, Wann and Branscombe ( 1995). Inlwo 
studies, Noel and colleagues predicted that peripheral group membership of a 
desirable group would increase derogation of the outgroup under conditions of 
identifiability to the desirable ingroup. In the first experiment, participants were 
informed by bogus personality test feedback that they were either 'Type P' (the 
desirable group) or 'Type 0 ' (the less desirable group). In fact, all participants were 
told that they were 'Type P' persons. However, half were told that they were just 
inside the Type P category (peripheral group members) or near perfect examples of 
Type P persons (core group members). Further, half were assigned to a public 
condition and half to a private condition. In the public condition, participants were 
informed that questionnail'e responses they were to complete would be discussed 
amongst other T ype P persons after completion, and the private condition , 
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participants were informed that their responses would be confidential. The 
dependent variable was the participants' choices of conciliatory/co-operative versus 
coercive/threatening choices for ingroup (Type P) and outgroup (Type 0) persons. 
Results supported the hypothesis that peripheral group members would engage in 
more outgroup derogation under conditions of identifiability to the desirable ingroup. 
Coercive and threatening influence strategies were chosen more by identifiable 
peripheral group membel's, than anonymous peripheral group members. This 
suggests that behaviour towal'ds the ingroup was affected by identifiability, because 
private views of the outgroup held by peripheral ingroup members were not negative 
in the absence of the identifiability manipulation. 
Tn the second experiment, American university sorority and fraternity 
members participated in groups of the same sorority or fraternity. The core group 
members consisted of already accepted and active members of the sorority or 
fraternity, while the peripheral group members consisted of 'pledges': people not yet 
in the sorority or fraternity but under the process of initiation to be allowed into the 
organisation. Participants in the public condition were told that they would be asked 
to share their responses with other ingroup members, whereas participants in the 
private condition were told that they would meet with their ingroup regarding 
another matter, but that their questionnaire responses were confidential. Participants 
completed the same persuasion questionnaire as in the first experiment and were also 
asked to complete an 'outgroup derogation ' questionnaire by rating both the ingroup 
and outgroups on a list of positive and negative traits. Results indicated, similarly to 
the first experiment, that identifiable peripheral group members preferred coercive 
strategies to persuade the outgroup. Further, they were more derogatory towards the 
outgroup on trait adjective ratings. The research overall indicates that peripheral 
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group members behave differently when their responses are public, than when they 
are private. Noel et al. (1995) state that this is the case because peripheral group 
members need to present themselves positively to the ingroup, in order to be 
accepted into the ingroup. That is , an explicit strategy drives their behaviour. No 
such concerns are present for core group members who already have a stable position 
within the group. 
Barreto and Ellemers (in press) examined group members' choice to work on 
individual or on group status improvement in two studies and this willingness to 
work for the group was tested as a function of the degree of ingroup identification 
(high or low) and accountability of responses (anonymous or accountable to the 
ingroup). It was hypothesised that high identifying group members would be more 
likely to be concerned with the welfare of the group and would be more willing to 
work for the group, whereas low identifiers would only be persuaded to do so out of 
explicit self-presentational concerns when they are accountable to the ingroup. High 
and low identifiers were established by conducting a median split of scores in 
response to ingroup identification questions. 
In Experiment one, participants were separated into minimal groups (see 
Tajfel, Flament, Billing & Bundy, 1971) of inductive or deductive reasoners and 
were seated in cubicles behind personal computers to complete the questionnaire. 
Accountability was manipulated by informing participants that their responses, along 
with their photograph, would be shown on the screens of other ingroup members. 
They were also told that they would have to justify their responses at the end of the 
session. Participants engaged in a decision-making task and were informed that the 
outgroup had out-performed the ingroup and that the in-group's performance was 
also worse than that of the supposed norm for the student population. After gaining 
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this knowledge, participants were given the choice in a second task to either improve 
on this score by working alone or by working within the group. Results indicated 
that while accountability did not affect the responses of high identifiers, it 
significantly influenced low identifiers' choice to work for the status improvement of 
the group. That is, identifiability influenced low identifying group members to 
adhere more to the group norm. 
This was explored further in a second experiment. Participants engaged in a 
similar procedure to that of the first study, but in this study participants in the 
anonymous condition were told that their responses would remain anonymous. 
Participants in the accountable condition were told that their responses would be 
registered and shared with other ingroup members during a discussion, and each 
group member would be asked to justify his or her own responses. Results again 
indicated that low identifiers were more likely to follow group norms and work with 
the group when they were identifiable, rather than anonymous. High identifiers 
worked equally with the group under conditions of anonymity or identifiability. 
However, this study also showed that when the norm allowed for group as well as 
individual improvement, accountability had no effect on low identifiers' responses. 
Thus, factors other than accountability determine which behaviour best serves 
positive self-presentation . In particular, the salient norm also affects which 
behaviour is most likely to be expressed. 
Therefore, increasing identifiability to the ingroup can increase the explicit 
motivation to adhere to ingroup norms for explicit self-presentational reasons. 
Indeed, self-presentation theories state that behaviour in the presence of an audience 
is related to the desire to be positively evaluated by that audience (e.g. , Baumeister, 
1982). Being identifiable to an important or salient ingroup should similarly increase 
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the desire in the individual to be evaluated positively by that group (e.g., Barreto & 
Ellemers, in press; Noel et a\., 1995). Whereas being anonymous to others in a group 
may allow "one to express one's true mind, or authentic se lf, unfettered by concerns 
of se lf-presentation , or even physical sanction" (Spears & Lea, 1994, p. 430), being 
identifiable to others in that group may increase pressure to conform to the norms 
and expectat ions of the group due to an explicit motivation to be positively evaluated 
by the group. That is, identifiability to a group shou ld encourage adherence to its 
norms. 
However, the idea that identifiability within an ingroup can increase both 
solidarity in the group in expressing ingroup norms (e.g., Spears & Lea, 1994), and 
pressure to adhere to those norms, presents somewhat of a contradiction which needs 
to be resolved. It is problematic because it implies that in the one sense, 
identifiability within a group is positive and helps people to express their views, and 
in another sense, it is implied that identifiability to a group can increase pressure-
perhaps a negative effect - to be like that group in order to be positively evaluated. 
This problem can be solved by explicitly addressing the differences between the 
concepts of 'co-presence with' and 'identifiability to' others. It is probable that there 
are effects of being co-present with a group, which are entirely separate from being 
identifiable to a group. For example, Barreto and E ll emers' research (in press) 
indicates that accountability, or being made to justify one's responses, has 
independent effects to the manipulation of visibility. I also believe that visibility will 
not always have the same effects as identifiability through other means (e.g., 
supplying one's name and e-mail address) and so this research aimed to examine the 
concept of 'ident ifiability to' others more exp licitly. 
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If we move into the realm of CMC, it is ['arely the case that individuals are 
physically co-present with others. Communicators are generally in their own 
homes/offices/laboratories communicating with remote others who they cannot see. 
However, communicators often make themselves identifiable to others either by 
supplying their name, locality or e-mail address. I will call this type of identifiability 
Internet identifiability. It is likely that self-presentational concerns will be important 
to communicators under these circumstances, however this idea has not yet been 
examined. 
It is conceivable that being identifiable and co-present with a group of Iike-
minded people would increase a sense of solidarity within that group. People can see 
each other and "co-ordinate resistance to the out-group by gauging others ' reactions 
and responses" (Spears & Lea, 1994, p.447). However, in a physically anonymous 
intergroup CMC interaction where a person is communicating with both ingroup and 
outgroup members , they are communicating in an intergroup situation, but are not in 
the presence of, nor are they physically identifiable to the ingroup or outgroup. If 
conflict were to arise between the person and outgroup members, it is improbabl e 
that being identifiable to the ingroup (by name, or e-mail address for example) would 
provide the same kind of support as would being in their physical presence. It is 
more likely that group members would be enacting their identity not because they are 
supported by the ingroup in doing so, but because they want to be positively 
evaluated. If they can be linked to what they have said, it is likely that they will want 
their views to reflect the appropriate ingroup position, so that they will be positive ly 
evaluated by their group. Past research suggests that people strategically behave in 
ways which are favoured by their audience, group or team when they are identifiable, 
but perhaps not when they are anonymous (e.g., Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; Plant & 
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Devine, 1998; Williams, Nida, Baca & Latane, 1989). The current project examines 
the effects of identifiability on behaviour in a physically anonymous CMC situation, 
to attempt to extend the SIDE model further. 
Furthermore, it is important to note that strategic behaviour, according to 
SIDE should always involve an explicit or conscious process (e.g., a desire to resist 
the outgroup). The possibility that group-normative behaviour may resu lt 
automatically or through an implicit path due to identifiability has not yet been 
exami ned yet there is much evidence that group processes can result implicitly (e.g., 
Bargh, 1996; Banaji & Greenwald, 1994). Indeed, it is adap tive for people to be able 
to automatically adjust their group-normative behaviour if a particular situat ion calls 
for it. This may be particularly important in demanding communicative settings 
where immediate responses are required and communicators do not have a lot of time 
to consciously adapt to the situation. This research therefore attempts to extend the 
SIDE model by examining whether conscious responses to identifiabi lity are indeed 
always responsible for changes in behaviour, or if automatic processes can also be 
implicated. Particularly, how identi fiab ility impacts upon the hostile behaviour in 
CMC and the social psychological processes involved in this hosti lity, is the focus of 
this research. 
SIDE and flaming 
Because it examines the expression of intergroup behaviour, SIDE is 
applicable to the study of flaming . As stated in the introductory chapter, flaming can 
be seen as the expression of group-normative behaviour. As observed by Lea et al. 
( 1992), flaming is a context-driven phenomenon and can be seen as the expression of 
f 
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group-normative behaviour in that context. For example, newsgroups containing the 
word 'flame' in the title encourage flaming as a nonnative behaviour, yet in other 
newsgroups, flaming is inappropriate and occurs less frequently. Lea and colleagues 
claim that flaming is a normative process occurring when norms and standards of 
behaviour become salient. Similarly, a meta-analysis conducted by Postmes and 
Spears (1998) indicated support for the idea that deindi viduation can cause normative 
behaviour. 
The group-normative aspects of flaming can therefol'e be studied under the 
framework of the SIDE model. Particularly, if flaming can be seen as the expression 
of group-normative behaviour in appropriate contexts, then it is important to 
establish the types of intergroup processes that are evident in flaming, the underlying 
mechanisms by which these occur, and how they are influenced by identifiability 
manipulations. If flaming is a group-normative phenomenon then it should exhibit 
the types of intergroup processes observed in other intergroup situations. Processes 
such as group polarization, social influence and stereotyping, for example, should be 
present in flaming communications between different social groups. 
The current focus is on the role of flaming in the perpetuation of stereotypes, 
an area not examined until now. In studying the expression and perpetuation of 
stereotypes in hostile flaming, I am not claiming that these processes are always 
hostile, nor that flaming will always contain stereotypical content. Quite to the 
contrary, evidence suggests that stereotyping is not typically hostile , negative and 
prejudiced (e.g., see the discussion of Oakes et aI., 1994) and that flaming can be 
purely interpersonal ; simply one person insulting another (e.g., Chester, 1996). 
However, social behaviour of all forms, be it hostile, negative or other, rests on 
stereotypical representations of groups, including stereotypes of ourselves as 
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members of ingroups, and others as members of outgroup (Turner et aI., 1987). As 
an intergroup process, the perpetuation of ste reotypes shou ld be high under 
conditions of high group salience (see Oakes et aI., 1994), which shou ld be evident in 
flaming. 
Conclusions 
Both the strategic and cognitive components of the SIDE model make 
predictions about what will happen to intergroup behaviour under conditions of 
anonym ity and identifiability and the explicit social psychological processes 
involved. These predictions can be extended to make hypotheses about the 
express ion of specific types of intergroup behaviour such as stereotypical language in 
flaming CMC. They can also be extended to study the case of Internet identifiability 
discussed ear lier, where identifiability is not dependent on physical cues, but other 
cues to identity such as name and country of residence. 
The predictions derived from SIDE for this research are discussed in Chapter 
5 at length. However, before examining these p['edictions relating to the perpetuation 
of stereotypes in flaming CMC, it is important to first discuss how the expression of 
stereotypical depictions can be measured in CMC. It is important to consider that 
CMC is a text-based medium, and so an examination of stereotypes in written 
communication was necessary. This is discussed in Chapter 4. 
J' 
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Chapter 4 
Measuring stereotypical language use 
Introduction 
This chapter discusses the role of language in the expression and transmission 
of stereotypes, and focuses on a specific way of measuring these processes. In doing 
so, this chapter: 
I. Provides a definition of the terms 'stereotyping' and 'stereotype' and 
discusses the role of language in stereotyping. It also provides a rationale 
for the use of the linguistic category model (Semin & Fiedler, 1988) to 
examine the communication of stereotypes. 
2. Provides an overview of the linguistic category model. 
3. Provides an overview of research into the linguistic intergroup bias (e.g., 
Maass, Salvi, Arcuri & Semin, 1989) and discusses the possible causes of 
the bias, including its potentially implicit functioning and also the 
possible role of motivated language use. 
4. Concludes by stating how the LCM will be applied to the measure of 
stereotypical language use in CMC. 
Stereotypes and language 
According to Oakes et al. (1994), stereotyping is the "process of ascribing 
characteristics to people on the basis of their group memberships (p.I). The 
I 
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"collection of attributes believed to define or characterize the members of a social 
group is a stereotype" (p.1 , emphasis added). Therefore, if a person comments fOI' 
example that 'Kevin is a member of a white-power group, and therefore he is racist ' , 
he/she is attributing the stereotypical characteristic 'racist' to Kevin, based on his 
membership in a white-power group. This also implies that all members of white-
power groups are racist. Hamilton and Sherman (1994) comment that stereotypes act 
as expectancies that guide both the processing of information about the group as a 
whole and also about particular members of a group. That is, future perceptions of 
groups and members of groups are guided by the stereotypes and beliefs we hold 
about them. Of interest to this research is the use of language as a tool for the 
communication and transmission of stereotypes, and how other factors (notably 
identifiability) affect the communication of stereotypes. 
The use of language as a tool for the transmission and maintenance of 
stereotypes has only recently received attention (e.g., Coupland & Coupland, 1990; 
Hamilton, Gibbons, Stroessner & Sherman, 1992; Van Dijk, 1988; see Maass & 
AI'Cllri, 1996 for a review). This is surprising considering that language is "probably 
the dominant means by which they [stereotypes] are defined, communicated and 
assessed" (Maass & Arcuri, 1996, p. 193). Language is the primary means by which 
stereotypes are communicated amongst people, and across generations. Recently 
however, particularly with the work of Anne Maass and colleagues, there has been 
increased interest in the role of language in stereotyping. Particularly, Maass and 
Arcuri (1996) emphasise the importance of language in the transmission and 
maintenance of stereotypes. 
Firstly, in relation to the transmission of stereotypes, Maass and Arcuri argue 
that because language is a culturally shared phenomenon, it provides ideal means for 
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the preservation of stereotypic beliefs. This can occur through the vocabulary of a 
language and through 'sayings' about certain groups. An example of such a saying 
would be 'whingeing Pom'; a statement used primarily by Australians referring to 
English people's apparent propensity to complain a lot. Sayings embedded in a 
language at any given time portray social beliefs about groups, and these beliefs are 
automatically "absorbed" during language acquisition (Maass & Arcuri , 1996, p. 
194). These beliefs are transmitted through the process of communication, and 
particularly mass communication (e.g., racist and sexist talk) and also at the 
interpersonal level through, for example, parent-child and teacher-pupil interactions. 
Stereotypes about groups can be transmitted to children when they ovel'hear 
stereotypical trait descriptions about groups from valued elders. Such verbal label s 
provide details about what characteristics are associated with particular groups and 
serve to transmit stereotypes over generations. 
In addition to the transmission of stereotypes, language also plays a vital role 
in their maintenance (Maass & Arcuri, 1996). The level of language abstraction used 
to describe behaviours that al'e congruent or incongruent with stereotypes about 
othel's becomes important here. This relates to the ways in which people describe 
specific behavioural episodes. Sometimes, a description of a behavioural ep isode 
implies that the behaviour is related to an enduring state or personal characteristic of 
the actor (see also Jones & Nisbett, 1972). For example, we may assume that one 
person hit another either because he/she dislikes the pel'son, or because he/she is 
aggressive. However, on other occasions, people can describe behaviours as if they 
were isolated events and not characteristic of the individual performing the action. 
For example, the hitting episode could be described as merely 'hitting ' ; an isolated 
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event, or perhaps 'hurting', which still emphasises the uniqueness of the event rather 
than characteristics about the actor that brought about the event. 
The important point to be made here is that through differential use of verbs 
and adjectives, a speaker or writer can transmit and aid in the maintenance of 
impressions about a person or group member. Whether a person describes another 
person's behaviour as an isolated event, or as an enduring personal or group 
characteristic will affect the way people perceive that target in future (Maass & 
Arcuri, 1996). As such, the use of language becomes an invaluable tool to examine 
how people express their expectancies and stereotypes about others, and also how 
people's descriptions of targets ' behaviour affect the perpetuation of stereotypes. 
The use of abstract language implying stability of behaviours over time Illay 
also perform an expectancy or stereotype maintenance function. That is, it is 
possible to maintain existing stereotypes through langu age. However, before 
examining this issue, it is necessary to outline the lin guistic category model which 
forms the basis of the measurement of stereotypical language. 
The linguistic category model (LCM) 
According to the LCM (e.g., Semin, 1994; Semin & Fiedler, 1988, 1991), 
there are four levels of language abstraction, ranging from most concrete to most 
abstract, with which people can describe other people and their behaviours. The 
model was originally formulated to examine the cognitive impli cations of linguistic 
categories (verbs and adjectives) for interpersonal descriptions (Semin & Fiedler, 
1988). Semin and Fiedler (1988) introduced the four categories of descriptive action 
verbs (DAVs), interpretative action verbs (IA Vs), state verbs (SVs) and adjectives 
(AOJs) to examine this issue. 
"I 
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Descriptive action verbs (e.g., "Bruce hits Jacko") provide a description of an 
event or action where there is no implied connection with other events or behaviours. 
In this case, Bruce is hitting Jacko, but it does not imply that he will hit Jacko on 
future occasions. Further, no interpretation of the event is given. DA Vs provide 
only a description of the action, which separates 'hitting' from other actions like 
'kicking' or 'tripping'. More generally, DAVs refer to one action and at least one 
physicallv invariant property of the action (e.g., hitting - fists). DA V actions have a 
specific beginning and end, and they are the most concrete category of the LCM. 
Interpretative action verbs (e.g., "Bruce hurts Jacko") go one step further by 
not merely being a description of the event, but also providing an interpretation of it. 
Bruce is no longer simply hitting Jacko. His behaviour towards Jacko is assigned 
meaning through interpretation. That is, IA Vs are similar to DA Vs in that they 
describe a concrete event with a specific beginning, end and verifiability of having 
taken place, but they add something more to the account of the event than simply a 
description. More generally speaking, IAVs refer to a general class of behaviours , 
involving a defined action with an obvious beginning and an end, but also having 
meaning. 
Thirdly, state verbs (e.g., "Bruce hates Jacko") relate to a psychological state 
of Bruce in relation to Jacko. It does not describe a particular event, rather it is a 
property not easily verified by an outside observer. It also has a hypothetical 
interpretative status and refers to the feelings, emotions or other psychological 
criteria of the actor within a particular context. It is also implied, to some degree, 
that the psychological state will be somewhat enduring. More generally, SVs refer to 
emotional or mental states with no specific beginning or end. 
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Finally, adjectives (e.g., "Bruce is aggressive") relate to a specific pel'sonal 
characteristic of the actor. Saying that Bruce is aggressive implies that he possesses 
this characteristic relative to others who are not necessarily aggressive. Adjectives 
used to describe persons also imply that the property is enduring and that the actor 
will display the characteristic in future. 
The final point is perhaps the most important in relation to use of the LCM to 
measure the expression of stereotypes. That LCM categories are relative measures of 
endurability of behaviour or personal characteristics is important for the 
consideration of measuring stereotypical language use. That is, descriptive action 
verbs imply that the action is a singular, not necessarily replicated event. There is no 
evidence from the DA Y that the action is related to any specific disposition of the 
actor, nor that it will happen again. From lAYs, we gain a more general picture 
regarding the behavioural event, and most of the time will attribute the event (e.g., 
"helping", "cheating") to the actor rather than the receiver (see Fiedler & Semin, 
1988; Franco & Arcuri, 1990). As the description of the behaviour becomes more 
abstract, it implies more about the characteristics of the actor rather than the event or 
the object itself. Similarly, SYs are the expressions of qualities of the actor related to 
their internal psychological qualities at the time of the interaction , and adjectives are 
trait descriptions of the actor, expected to endure beyond the specific event. So, as 
we move from concrete to abstract descriptions of an event, it is possible to infer 
Illore information about the actor him/herself and expect that this information will be 
consistent across occasions. That is, abstract language implies greater temporal and 
cross-situational stability (Semin & Fiedler, 1988). 
The use of the LCM as a tool to measure stereotypical language use becomes 
clear when the work of Anne Maass and colleagues along with other research on the 
IiI 
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linguistic intergroup bias (LIB) is examined (e.g., Arcuri, Maass & Portelli, 1993; 
Franco & Maass, 1996, 1999; Karpinski & von Hippel , 1996; Maass, Ceccarelli & 
Rudin, 1996; Maass, Milesi, Zabbini & Stahlberg, 1995; Maass, Montalcini & 
Biciotti, 1998; Maass, Salvi, Arcuri & Semin, 1989; Ng & Chan, 1996; Rubini & 
Semin, 1994; von Hippel, Sekaquaptewa & Vargas, 1997; Webster, Kruglanski & 
Pattison , 1997; Werkman, Wigboldus & Semin, 1999; Wigboldus, Semin & Spears, 
in press). The research into this phenomenon has applied the LCM, primarily 
designed to examine interpersonal descriptions, to an intergroup sett ing to aid in 
understanding intergroup relations and the processes involved in the expression and 
maintenance of stereotypes. 
The linguistic intergroup bias and its causes 
The LIB was first observed by Maass et a!. (1989) and has since then sparkcd 
a great deal of interest in the power of language to transmit and perpetuate social 
stereotypes. Maass and colleagues state that the LCM has usefu l implicat ion s for the 
study of inte rgroup relations and stereotyping. They refer to the minimal group 
studies (e .g., Tajfel et a!., 1971 ) which indicate that mere categorization of people 
into groups can lead to outgroup discrimination and ingroup favouritism. Social 
identity theory maintains that this is due to an explicit motivation to enhance the 
status and esteem of the ingroup relative to other comparison groups, in order to 
maintain a positive social identity. Consistent with thi s idea, Maass and colleagues 
also note that people tend to hold different expectancies of the ingroup and outgroup. 
Most commonly, people expect ingroup members to display positive attributes and 
behaviours than outgroup members (Howard & Rothbart, 1980). When this pattern 
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is uphe ld, people are more likel y to infer positi ve attributes about members of the 
ingroup, and negat ive attributes about members o r the outgroup. That is, ingroup 
members will expect consistently more positive behaviours from the ingroup and 
consistent ly less positive behaviours from the outgroup. 
However, behaviours that are inconsistent with one's expectations wil l 
naturall y occur from time to time, and there are, as Maass and colleagues state, at 
least two ways in which to reconcile unexpected or incons istent behaviours. One can 
di ssociate the acto r from the group, or dissociate the act from the group member. For 
examp le, if a known member of a white-power supremacy group was seen hugging a 
black perso n, the two ways in which to come to te rms with hi s/her beh av iour would 
be to assume (a) that he/she is not a typical white-power group member and re move 
them from the category, o r (b) say that the hug was j ust an iso lated event and would 
not happen agai n. lt is to this latte r possibi lity that Maass and colleagues turn . 
Maass et al. ( 1989) propose that in an intergroup contex t, language is used 
" in a manner that renders di sconfirmation of preexisting ideas about in-group and 
out-group difficult" (p. 981). Maass and colleagues therefore hypothes ised that the 
same behav ioura l episode (e.g. , where Bruce is seen to be hitting Jacko) would be 
described in different ways depending on the group membership of Bruce, the person 
pe rfo rmin g the behaviour, and whethe r it is congruent or incongruent with 
ex pectanc ies about Bruce as a member of that group. 
Maass et a l. (1989) specifica ll y predicted that soc iall y desirable ingroup 
behaviours and soc iall y undesirabl e outgroup behaviours would be described using 
more abstract language (SVs and ADJ s). The use o f such lan guage implies high 
stabi lity over time, reflecti ng consistency with expectati ons, and also leading to 
res istance to disconfirmation. On the other hand , sociall y undesi rabl e ingroup 
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behaviours and soc ially des irable outgroup behaviours were predicted to be 
described in more co ncrete terms (DA Vs and IA Vs), indicating instability of the 
action, inconsistency with expectations and openness to disconfirmation. 
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In Experiment I, Maass et a!. (1989) investigated a real-world intergroup 
situation of the 'palio' horse races in Ferrara, a northern Italian city. Each year, the 
horse race divides the town into quarters, who compete against one another in the 
event. Due to the long history of the palio, and the strong intergroup competition, 
identification with one's quarter is high and intergroup hostilities are common during 
the event. Maass and colleagues sampled participants from the clubhouses of two of 
these quarters. In this study, participants were presented with 'incidents' in the form 
of cartoons, in which a member of their own group or the outgroup performed either 
a socially desirable or socially undesirable behaviour. They were informed that the 
events were real and had happened in the past two years. Participants were asked to 
select an explanation for the behaviour from one of four forced-choice response 
alternatives which related to the different levels of language abstraction in the LCM 
(concrete to abstract). 
Results indicated, as predicted, that participants encoded undesirable 
outgroup and desirable ingroup behaviours at higher levels of abstract ion than they 
did desirable outgroup behaviours and undesirable ingroup behaviours. That is, 
behaviours which were seen as stable, consistent with expectations and resistant to 
disconfirmation were encoded abstractly, and behaviours seen as unstable, 
inconsistent with expectations and open to disconfirmation were encoded more 
concretely. This relationship is displayed in Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.1. The Linguistic Intergroup Bias. 
Behaviour 
Positive Negative 
Ingroup abstract concrete 
Protagon ist 
Outgroup concrete abstract 
A short follow-up study attempted to eliminate the possibility that 
participants simply described ingroup members as positively as possib le and the 
outgroup as negatively as possible. That is, abstract language may inherently have 
more positive connotations for desirable behaviours and more negative connotations 
for undesirable actions. Maass and colleagues asked participants not involved in the 
palio, to rate the positivity/negativity of each response alternative without showing 
them the cartoons. Tt was found that abstract language was considered to be more 
positive for both desirable and undesirable behaviours, suggesting that the LIB effect 
was not merely a way to boost the status of the ingroup and derogate the outgroup. 
Experiment 2 (Maass et aI., 1989) aimed to replicate the LIB in a free 
encoding paradigm. Subjects from two of the palio quarters were confronted with 
the same scenes as presented in Experiment 1, and were asked to describe the scene 
briefly, in their own words, relating their description to the protagonist or actor. In 
using the LCM to measure linguistic intergroup biases in existing language, a 
linguistic abstraction index was created by weighting the four LCM categories (as 
per Semin & Fiedler, 1989) and dividing by the entire number of verbs and 
adjectives in the communication as follows: 
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Abstraction = (DA V* I + IA V*2 + SV*3 + ADJ*4)/(DA V + IA V + SV + ADJ). 
This lingui stic abstraction index was then compared across conditions. Results 
revealed that, as in Experiment I, participants described negative outgroup 
behaviours at a higher leve l of abstraction than positive outgroup behaviours. The 
expected pattern was however not replicated for ingroup behaviours. From this, 
Maass and coll eagues concluded that the LIB is more pronounced for outgroup, than 
ingroup behaviours. This is consistent with the research of Fiedler, Semin and 
Finkenauer ( 1993) who found that outgroup statements and particularly outgroup-
derogative statements were more abstract that state ments of any nature related to 
ingroup behaviours. 
Experiment 3 (Maass et aI., 1989) aimed to explore the idea that abstract 
language supplies more information about the actor, than does concrete information. 
That is , more abstract language will say more about Ihe protagonist than will 
concrete lan guage. It was also predicted that abstract behaviour would yie ld hi gher 
expectation that the behaviour would be repeated by the actor in future. That is , 
abstract lan guage should indicate to people that the aClOr wi ll display that behaviour 
consistently across occasions, and is expected behaviour for that actor. Pa rticipants 
not in volved in the palio were asked to rate how much information the explanati ons 
from Experiment I (of differing levels of language abstraction), revealed about 
participants , and how likely participants thought that the acto r would behave the 
same way on future occasions. Results indi cated that with increasing language 
abstraction, participants perceived that more information about the protagonist was 
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revealed, and that they expected the behaviour to be repeated in future. That is, 
abstract information says more about the actor and the consistency of his/her actions. 
Maass et a!. (1989) concluded from these studies that differential language 
use has important implications for intergroup relations and the durability of 
stereotypes. Positive ingroup and negative outgroup behaviours are expressed in 
different ways, indicating that positive ingroup behaviours are expected to be 
consistent and enduring, while the same is said for negative outgroup behaviours. 
People expect the ingroup to behave positively and the outgroup to behave 
negatively, and describe ingroup and outgroup behaviours in a way that is consistent 
with this bias. This language bias also influences the way in which people predict 
actors to behave subsequent to the interaction. If a behaviour is described us ing 
abstract language, it is expected that this behaviour will be repeated in futlJl'e. Maass 
and colleagues posit that the LIB is representative of a "self-perpetuating cyc le" (p. 
990) where language use maintains group biases and ste reotypes (see also Maass & 
Arcuri, 1992 for an overview). 
This finding has been recently replicated with child participants, implying 
that the LIB is learned at an early age, and is perhaps therefore fundamental to 
language use (Werkman et aI. , 1999). Children were presented with a story of either 
an abstract or concrete description of a child 's behaviour. They were asked how 
often they thought the child would repeat the behaviour in future. Children generally 
inferred that a certain behavior was more likely to be repeated in future if described 
using abstract language, than if the behaviour was described using more concrete 
language. 
Arcuri et al. ( 1993) provided further support to this argument. Participants 
were asked to read a short description of 20 events relating to interactions between 
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two people and were asked to select one of two explanations for each event. The 
events described 10 successful or 10 unsuccessful interactions between an actor and 
a partner and participants were asked to choose from two LCM categories CIA VS and 
SVs), what they believed to be the most likely things the actor ' did' to bring about 
the event. The protagonist shared a group membership with the participants half of 
the time (ingroup condition), and was an outgroup member on the other occasions. 
The LIB was replicated, such that participants preferred more concrete language for 
successful ingroup and unsuccessful outgroup behaviours. The reverse also occurred 
such that participants preferred more abstract descriptions for positive ingroup and 
negative outgroup behaviours. More specifically, when explaining unsuccessful 
interactions, concrete lAYs were used approximately twice more often for ingroup 
than outgroup actors. This implies that participants attributed less temporal stability 
and less cross-situational stability to undesirable ingroup behaviours. That is, 
undesirable ingroup behaviours were seen as isolated, concrete events, which are 
most likely not to be repeated in future. On the other hand, unsuccessful bchaviours 
performed by outgroup members were expected to be performed again in future and 
were described by participants as enduring properties of the outgroup. 
However, from these studies it could not be concluded whether the LIB 
reflects ingroup-protective motives, is a consequence of the expression of differential 
expectancies, or whether both processes were involved. That is, it is possible that 
describing the ingroup positively and the outgroup negatively is the result of an 
explicit motive to feel positively about and protect the ingroup at the expense of the 
outgroup. This may occur at the same time as, or separate to processes related to the 
expression of differential expectancies. Maass et al. (1995) attempted to answer this 
question. In Experiment I, Maass and colleagues presented northern and southern 
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Italian participants with vignettes in which northern or southern Italian protagonists 
performed positive or negative behaviours. Adding to previous research, half of the 
behaviours were 'typically northern' behaviours and half were 'typically southern' 
behaviours. That is, half of the behaviours were stereotype-consistent, and half were 
stereotype-inconsistent. It was reasoned that if ingroup-protection was occurring, 
then the members of both groups should describe positive ingroup and negative 
outgroup behaviours more abstractly than positive outgroup and negative ingroup 
behaviours, regardless of their consistency or inconsistency with stereotypes. If, on 
the other hand, the expectancy-congruency idea is correct, then both groups should 
use more abstract terms when describing stereotype-congruent behaviours abstractly 
and stereotype-incongruent behaviours more concretely, regardless of the 
positivity/negativity of the behaviour and the group membership of the participant. 
Experiment I found support for the latter hypothesis , suggesting lhat language use in 
intergroup settings is driven primarily by expectancies. 
To test this explanation further, Experiment 2 was conducted in a situation 
where neither the participants nor the protagonists were members of particular social 
groups. Instead, the participants were asked to think of the protagonist as either their 
best friend (from whom one might expect positive behaviours) or their worst enemy 
(from whom one might expect more negative behaviours). These interindividual 
findings replicated those in the intergroup domain. Participants were more likely to 
encode desirable behaviours of a friend and undesirable behaviours of an enemy 
using abstract language than in the other combinations. This could not possibly 
relate to an ingroup-protective motivation , as no ingroup category was salient. 
A third study was conducted (Maass et aI. , 1995) to rule out explicit self-
protective motivations. The expectancy was induced that a certain person or group 
possessed a certain trait. Cartoons were then presented to the participants depicting 
the protagonist in a situation where he/she either confirmed or disconfirmed the 
expectation. The differential expectancy hypothesis proposes that expectancy-
congruent behaviours would be described in more abstract terms than expectancy-
incongruent behaviours. The ingroup-protective view does not make a differential 
hypothesis here. Results provided further support for the differential expectancies 
approach. Expectancy-congruent behaviours were described more abstractly than 
expectancy-incongruent behaviours, regardless of the positivity/negativity of the 
behaviour. Therefore, referring to the original formulation of the LIB, it is not 
whether the behaviour is positive or negative that drives the effect, but whether or 
not the behaviour is consistent with expectancies. Again, this supports the 
ex peclancy-congruency idea, and that the LIB is re lated to the process of the 
expression of stereotypes. 
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The role of the LIB in expectancy maintenance was further invest igated by 
Karpinski and von Hippel (1996). It was hypothesised that the LIB is an 
interpretative bias that "co nsequently mediates the extent to which people maintain 
their expectancies when they encounter incongruent information" (p. 144). That is , 
the LIB can also serve to determine how people will deal with expectancy-
inconsistent information when they come across it. In the first experiment , 
participants were asked to imagine their best friend or worst enemy (similar to Maass 
et aI., 1995). An initial expectancy of this person was induced by presenting 
participants with a short summary of the person. The description of the imagined 
best friend was positive and the description of the worst enemy was negative. After 
the initial induction phase, participants were presented with a number of scenarios 
depicting positive, negative or neutral behaviours of the person. Participants were 
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asked to choose from four LCM response alternatives to describe the behaviour and 
were asked to rate how well the chosen sentence described the behaviour. Results 
supported those of Maass et al. (1995). Participants showed a significant tendency to 
describe behavioul's abstractly when they were consistent with prior expectancies, 
and concretely when they were not consistent with prior expectancies. Further, it 
was found that the LIB mediated future expectancies. For moderate (non-extreme) 
behaviours, it was found that participants displaying the LIB also expected the 
behaviour to be stable. That is , the LIB influenced the way that the information 
about the behaviour was encoded and understood. 
In Experiment 2, rather than presenting participants with expectancy 
infonnation, participants were given information about the protagonist's political 
views, which allowed them to compare the protagonist's views with their own and 
generate expectancies based on that information. Consistent with the first 
experiment, participants showed an LIB for moderate behaviours, and this resulted in 
a greater degree of expectancy-stability for expectancy-congruent information. The 
results overall suggest that people ' s tendency to show the LIB mediates their 
tendency to maintain an initial expectancy. Descriptions of behaviour are not only 
biased in favour of expectancy-consistent information, but the LIB serves to maintain 
this bias. Karpinski and von Hippel (1996) conclude that the LIB is a tool for 
expectancy-maintenance. 
Maass et al. (1996), again investigated the effects of explicit ingroup-
protective motives in response to threat, on the LIB. In Experiment 1, an equal 
number of northern Italian hunters and environmentalists were asked to respond to a 
series of questions on environmental issues. To manipulate threat , half of the 
participants were given a message which, they were informed , had been written by a 
87 
member of the outgroup. The message was hostile towards the ingroup. The 
remaining participants received a conciliatory message from the outgroup. In line 
with Maass et al. (1989, 1995), participants were then presented with cartoons 
depicting either ingroup or outgroup positive or negative behaviours. Results 
revealed the predicted LIB pattern, but more importantly, for both groups, the LIB 
was significantly enhanced by the introduction of threat from the outgroup. That is, 
the LIB became stronger when explicit ingroup-protective motives in response to 
threat, were present. Maass et al. (1996) comment that this corresponds with social 
identity research, which indicates that ingroup threat can enhance both ingroup 
favomitism and outgroup derogation. Specifically though, this finding is consistent 
with an increase in salience produced by threat, as per self-categorization theory. 
To further clarify this finding in relation to social identity research, 
Experiment 2 utilized the intergroup setting of northern and southern Italians and 
predicted that the LIB would be high under conditions of intergroup hostility, but 
lowered when comparison between a common superordinate group (Italians) and a 
common outgroup (Swiss) was made salient. It was also predicted that the LIB 
would be more pronounced for southern than for northern Italians because southern 
Italians are considered the low status group and may generally feel more threat from 
the higher status group (see Tajfel , 1978). Findings supported these hypotheses. The 
bias was strongest when intergroup hostility was induced between the two groups but 
decreased when the superordinate and common outgroup categories were made 
salient. Also, the low status group showed the strongest LIB. This research 
therefore indicates that under certain conditions, the LIB is dependent on explicit 
ingroup threat as well as by differential expectancies. Under conditions of group 
m 
conflict or group threat, the bias serves to maintain the status of the group at the 
expense of the outgroup. 
88 
However, because people displaying greatest ingroup-favouritism also 
differentiated the most between typical and atypica l episodes, this suggests that both 
stereotypic expectancies and ingroup protection under conditions of threat may 
simu ltaneously drive the LIB. As Maass et al. (1996) state: 
In many, if not in most real life situations, the two factors are likely to be 
intertwined in a complex and possibly circular manner. Not only may 
stereotypic beliefs determine whether or not the group setting is perceived as 
competitive and hostile, but any variation in intergroup conflict (e.g., because 
of scarce resources) may alter stereotypic perceptions of the out-group (p. 
524). 
Therefore, this language bias observed between groups is essentially a result of the 
expression of different expectancies about the ingroup and outgroup. However, 
different intergroup conditions, especially the introduction of explicit threat, can 
perhaps influence/change expectancies about comparison groups and the LIB is also 
influenced by such processes. That is, intergroup competitiveness or threat can 
change the way people perceive other groups, and this process may affect the LIB. 
Further evidence that explicit motivations can playa part in the LIB was 
presented by Webster, Kruglanski and Pattison (1997). Webster and colleagues 
argued that the need for cognitive closure or motivated c1osed-mindedness 
"influences an individual's preferred level of conceptual analysis and that this in turn 
differently impacts the abstraction level in the person ' s commLlnications about in-
II 
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groups versus out-groups" (p. 1122). Specifically, it was predicted that people with 
high need-for-closure would show a preference for more stable, general knowledge, 
and would therefore prefer more abstract descriptions of behaviours . That is, 
behaviour consistent with expectancies will be chosen to quickly fulfil the need for 
closure. Two experiments were conducted to test these hypotheses. In Experiment 
I , participants scoring high or low in need-for-closure were asked to read about 
positive or negative behaviours performed by an ingroup or outgroup target. They 
were asked to freely describe the behaviour of the target, and their level of language 
abstraction was measured. Partial support for the hypothesis was found in that for 
positive ingroup and negative outgroup behaviours, high need-for-closure 
participants ' descriptions were more abstract. This result was replicated in a second 
experiment. Overall, the results suggest that the explicit motivation of need-for-
closure increases the tendency for people to describe positive ingroup and negative 
outgroup (expectancy-consistent) behaviours using abstract lan guage. 
Wigboldus et a!. (in press) investigated the role of expectancies in lingui stic 
biases and the interpersonal communication of stereotypes. Wigboldus and 
colleagues define the lingui stic expectancy bias (LEB) as the tendency to describe 
expectancy-consistent information at a higher level of abstraction than information 
which is incon sistent with prior expectancies. Wigboldus and colleagues assert that 
the LEB is a more general phenomenon than the LIB and refers to the processes 
involved in producing language biases in both intergroup and interpersonal settings. 
They propose that abstractly worded information due to the LEB will lead to stronger 
dispositional and weaker situational inferences than concretely-worded information 
and that the LEB mediates people's inferences about others. Experiment I tested this 
prediction. Participants were asked to describe events in which male or female 
r-
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friends acted in stereotypically male or female ways. Language abstraction was 
measured using the LCM. It was expected that stereotype-consistent behaviour 
would be described more abstractly than stereotype-inconsistent behaviour. 
Participants then received and judged stories generated by another participant. It was 
predicted that expectancy-consistent messages would lead to stronger dispositional 
inferences than expectancy-inconsistent messages. This effect was predicted to be 
mediated by the LEB. The results supported the hypotheses, providing evidence for 
the idea that variations in language abstraction mediate people's inferences about 
others' stereotypical attributes. 
A second experiment was conducted where participants were presented with 
unfamiliar targets (i.e., not their friends). In the first experiment, there may have 
been an inherent bias in that the friends may have simply been 'stereotypic' and so 
describing them in stereotypic terms may not reflect a bias at all. Further, in 
Experiment 2 participants were either made communicators or recipients to avoid 
people being affected in phase 2, by their part in phase I. Half of the participants 
were asked to write a stereotype-relevant story of a Dutch or Flemish person acting 
in a stereotype-consistent manner. The remaining half of the participants were given 
the stories and were asked to make inferences (dispositional or situational) about the 
target ' s behaviour. All participants in the experiment were Dutch, making Flemish 
people the (supposedly non-threatening) outgroup. Again, the LEB was expected to 
mediate participants' inferences. Results were almost identical to those of the first 
study, again indicating that people's stereotypic inferences about target behaviours 
are mediated by language abstraction . However, in line with Maass et aI. , 1989, 
1995, 1998), the LEB was much stronger for the descriptions of outgroup (Flemish) 
behaviours. In the third experiment, Wigboldus et al. (in press) manipulated 
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linguistic abstraction, the mediator in studies I and 2. Results again supported the 
hypothesis that abstract information gives rise to stronger dispositional inferences 
than concrete information. That is, abstract infol'mation allows people to infer stable 
qualities about an individual. This knowledge can influence people's perceptions 
about future behaviours of the target (Maass et aI., 1989). 
In relation to this idea, Maass et al. (1998) investigated the 
(dis)confirmability of stereotypic attributes on the basis of linguistic abstraction. In 
Experiment I, half of the participants were asked to indicate typical attributes of 
Italians, Jews and Germans. They were also asked to write which, of the listed 
attributes were the most distinctive. The other half of the participants were asked to 
list what characteristics they thought others would attribute to these groups. They 
were lold that they could use phrases or adjectives. Results indicated that 
participants generally described both the ingroup and oulgroup abstractly when 
providing general descriptions. Also, the LIB was partially replicated in that 
negative characteristics of the outgroup were expressed more abstractly than positive 
characteristics. Maass et al. (1998) state: 
Considering that concrete language implies specific , temporarily and 
situationally bound behaviours, such concrete descriptions of the outgroup 
seem to do little damage to the generally negative image of the outgroup 
while giving the appearance of fairness (p. 389). 
The main part of Experiment I endeavoured to investigate whether ingroup and 
outgroup stereotypes differ in their susceptibility to confirming and disconfirming 
information. That is, it was examined whether or not stereotypes of outgroups in 
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particular, are difficult to disconfirm. In this part of the study, an independent 
sample of participants were requested to read a list of the traits attributed to Italians, 
Jews and Germans from participants in the first study. It is important to note that the 
traits were not linked to the racial group in the rating task. Participants were asked to 
rate how easy they thought the trait would be to confirm or to disconfirm. Results 
indicated that participants were more able to think of behaviours that confirmed the 
positive ingroup traits than behaviours that would confirm negative ingroup traits. 
On the other hand, disconfirming behaviours were easier to imagine for positive 
German traits than for negative German traits. It was concluded that this was due to 
the fact that negat ive outgroup traits require a "particularly great amount of 
disconfirming evidence" (p. 394). Further: 
'considering all traits in a given lexicon, does any single entry have the same 
chance of becoming part of a stereotype?' The answer is clearly ' no'. There 
are some attributes that are particularly likely to be part of an outgroup 
stereotype: namely those that are negative, abstract, easy to acquire and 
difficult to lose" (p. 395, emphasis in original version). 
Maass et al. (1998) state that this has important implications for the 
understanding of how stereotypes are perpetuated over time. Generally speaking, if 
abstract information is difficult to disconfirm, then abstract content of ste reotypes 
will also be resistant to change. It may even be the case that stereotypes become 
more abstract over time, rendering them almost impossible to disconfirm. Study 3 
explored this possibility by asking participants to generate stereotypes of different 
'age'. That is, some stereotypes are older than others, and the older a stereotype is 
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the less like ly it may be that the stereotype can be disconfirmed. Participants were 
asked to describe social stereotypes of Jews, homosexuals, Blacks and career 
women, as well as Italians for comparison. Results tentative ly support the notion 
that stereotypes may become more abstract over time. There was a positive 
correlation between the age or history of the stereotype and language abstraction. 
Overall the results of Maass et a!. (1998) indicate that stereotypes are described 
linguistically in such a way that renders them difficult to refute. Also, these 
ste reotypes may become stronger with age, suggesting that linguistic transmission of 
stereotypes becomes stronger and less disconfirmable over time. 
More evidence that linguistic biases playa part in the interpersonal 
transmission of stereotypes was found by Ruscher and Duval (1998). In four 
experiments the researchers investigated how impressions of 'multiple' (dyads of) 
communicators were affected by the uniqueness of information given to them, and 
whether or not the information was shared. Ruscher and Duval (1998, Experiment I) 
requested dyads to read scenarios where an alcoholic displayed either stereotype-
congruent or stereotype-incongruent behaviours, and they were also asked to imagine 
that they had been in the situation with the alcoholic. The same information was 
either given to both participants (shared condition) or different information to each 
participant (unique information condition). Dyads then talked between themselves 
so that they were aware that they had either shared or unique information. They 
were then asked to communicate their impressions of the alcoholic into a video 
camera based on the information they were given in their own scenario. It was found 
that, in the unique information condition, participants described incongruent 
outgroup behaviours more abstractly, thus maintaining that the stereotype-
incongruent behaviours were stable attributes. People in the shared condition, 
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however, described the incongruent outgroup behaviours more concretely. Ruscher 
and Duval explained that this occurred because participants with unique information 
want to transmit an accurate picture based on the information they have. People with 
shared information about a target focused little on the positive (stereotype-
inconsistent) outgroup behaviours and instead maintained their negative stereotype. 
Further support for these results was obtained in Experiments 2, 3 and 4, using both 
positive and negative stereotypes. Overall, Ruscher and Duval (1998) concluded 
that: 
Because multiple communicators who have unique target information desire 
to be accurate and complete, the chance that they will transmit stereotype-
incongruent attributes is heightened (p. 342) . 
On the other hand, those who share information about a target do not focus on 
stereotype-incongruent behaviours and instead, they describe behaviours in a manner 
which maintains the existing stereotype. These results provide an insight into the 
communication of stereotypes. They suggest that if participants share information, it 
is likely that a stereotype will be perpetuated. On the other hand, stereotypical 
impressions are discouraged when people have unique information about an 
outgroup member. That is, stereotypes are maintained to the extent that people share 
them. 
These results taken together suggest that the LIB and its more general 
counterpart, the LEB, are a result of the expression of differential expectancies and 
stereotypes about ingroups and outgroups and also about individuals. That is, the 
bias is driven by stereotypes and expectancies of the ingroup and stereotypes and 
',I 
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expectancies of the outgroup as well as expectancies about the behaviour of 
individuals, These descriptions in turn can influence how people describe others 
(Wigboldus et aI., in pl'ess). Abstract descriptions provoke more dispositional 
inferences about the target than do concrete descriptions. Also, abstract information 
induces the idea that the behaviour will be exhibited by the target again in future 
(Maass et aI., 1989). Descriptions of outgroups in a stereotypical manner are also 
influenced by the sharedness of the information (Ruscher & Duval, 1998) , and 
stereotypes transmitted through language are difficult to disconfirm and this may be 
perpetuated through time (Maass et aI., 1998). Taken together, these results provide 
strong evidence that linguistic biases of the form of the LIB and LEB are both the 
expression of, and are able to perpetuate expectancies about groups and individual s. 
They serve a stereotype or expectancy-maintenance function. However, it is 
important to note that under certain conditions such as high ingroup threat (Maass et 
aI., 1996) and high need for cognitive closure (Webster et aI., 1997), the expression 
of these differential expectancies is also influenced in some way by explicit 
motivational concerns. 
Intentional control over the LIB 
Introducing motivational concerns to an explanation of the LIB provokes an 
interesting question: Is the differential language use of the LIB under intentional 
control? That is , can people's motivations explicitly or consciously alter the way 
they express their expectancies about people's behaviour? Whether or not 
stereotypical processes in the LIB are the result of intentional processes or whether 
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they occur in the absence of awareness was investigated by Franco and Maass (1996, 
J999) and also by von HippeJ et al. (1997). 
Franco and Maass (1996) hypothesised that the LIB would be difficult to 
inhibit consciously. That is, while people may be explicitly aware of the positivity or 
negativity of the description they are using to describe a behaviour, they "may 
inadvertently use a greater or lesser degree of abstraction without being necessarily 
aware of this fact." (p. 339). In contrast to other explicit measures of prejudice, the 
LIB should therefore be more difficult to attenuate if explicitly asked to do so. 
Franco and Maass administered two explicit measures of discrimination: fund 
allocations to ingroup and outgroup members and freely generated traits describing 
ingroup and outgroup members. Also, language abstraction measures similar to 
Maass et al. (1989) were administered. The participants consisted of supporters of 
two basketball teams: one with a long history of aggression towards outgroups, and 
one well-known for considering hooliganism dangerous and abhorrent. It was found 
that the group with norms that inhibit aggression showed less outgroup derogation 
than the aggressive group, when the measures were explicit and measured public 
behaviour. However, on the LIB measure, there was no difference between the two 
groups. This research supports the idea that the LIB is a measure which is not 
directly under intentional control. While people can censor or alter their responses to 
explicit or outward measures of stereotyping and discrimination, this is perhaps not 
the case for the LIB. 
This phenomenon was further investigated by Franco and Maass (1999). It 
was hypothesised that where OlItgroups are normatively protected from prejudice, 
there will be a difference in the prejudice displayed towards those groups on implicit 
and explicit measures. That is, where it is not permissible to discriminate against a 
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group, people will not explicitly discriminate against them, but will do so on implicit 
measures because these measures are not under intentional control. On the other 
hand, when groups are not normatively protected from prejudice, there will be no 
difference in the prejudice displayed on implicit and explicit measures. Franco and 
Maass asked Catholic participants to view cartoons depicting positive and negative 
ingroup (Catholics) and outgroup (Islamic Fundamentalists and Jews) behaviours, 
and to select a description of the behaviour from a list of LCM alternatives. Explicit 
measures included reward allocation and like/dislike scales on which to rate the 
outgroup. Results provided support for the hypothesis. Explicit and implicit 
measures of prejudice were only related when the outgroup was not normatively 
protected from prejudice (the Islamic Fundamentalists). This lends further support to 
the idea that while explicit measures of stereotyping and prejudice can be 
consciously controlled, the LlB is not easy to inhibit. 
von Hippel et a!. (1997) also investigated the relationship between implicit 
and explicit measures of prejudice and stereotyping. In Experiment I, von Hippel 
and colleagues asked students to view a videotape of either an African-American or 
Caucasian protagonist asking another person for some money. They were asked to 
indicate whether or not they thought the protagonist was threatening. Participants 
were then given a question booklet depicting several interactions between African-
Americans and Caucasians. Some were stereotype-congruent and others were 
stereotype-incongruent. Participants were asked to choose a description of the 
behaviour from four LCM response alternatives. They were then asked to complete 
the modern racism scale (MRS, McConahay, Hardee & Batts, 198 j). The LIB was 
again replicated, such that stereotype-congruent behaviours were expressed in more 
abstract language than stereotype-incongruent behaviours. This also lends further 
r 
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support to the expectancy-congruency explanation of the LIB. It was also found that 
the LIB successfu lly predicted whether or not the protagonist was perceived as 
threatening (supposed ly both the LIB and measure of 'threatening' behaviour were 
implicit measures of prejudice). These measures were not related to the MRS. This 
result was replicated in Experiment 2. In Experiment 3, it was further demonstrated 
that the LIB was significantly correlated with another implicit measure of prejudice 
based on the tendency to perform explanatory processing when confronted with 
stereotype-incongruency. These results indicate that the LIB is separate from 
explicit measures of prejudice and stereotyping but is related to other implicit 
measures that are not under intentional control. 
This was further supported by Schnake and Ruscher's (1998) study of the 
I·elationship between the (implicit) Modern Racism Scale and the LTB. In their 
experiment, 'European American' students were first asked to complete the MRS, 
and respondents were separated into ' high' prejudice and 'low' prejudice according 
to a median split on their scores. The participants were then asked to view a series of 
drawings depicting both a European American target (Mike) and an African 
American target (John) in various situations. These pictures wel·e evaluatively 
neutral for the European American targets, but varied in their level of stereotypicality 
for African Americans (stereotypical and counterstereotypical), and their level of 
positivity/negativity as judged by a different sample of European American students 
(e.g., positive stereotypical- playing basketball, negative counterstereotypical-
standing on a female's foot whilst dancing). Participants were informed that they 
would be asked to describe the two target persons to someone else in another room , 
via closed circuit television. Participants viewed each picture for Mike and were 
asked to describe what was happening in each scene to their supposed partner in the 
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other room. The process was repeated for John. Results revealed that participants 
who were high in Modern Racism described stereotypical behaviours of the African 
American target at a higher level of abstraction than participants who were low in 
Modern Racism. That is, participants displaying higher levels of prejudice according 
to this more implicit scale of prejudice, described outgroup stereotypical behaviours 
more abstractly, or more stereotypically. This indicates further that the LIB is a 
more implicit (rather than explicit) measure of prejudice and that social 
psychological processes leading to increased language abstraction are not under 
intentional control. 
Motivations affect implicit behaviour: A paradox 
In light of evidence that the LIB is most likely not under intentional control, it 
is necessary to explain how explicit motivational concerns have been found to be 
able to affect the LIB. It seems problematic to say on the one hand, that the LIB is 
not able to be consciously controlled, yet that it is affected by explicit motivational 
concerns such as ingroup threat and need-for-closure , as evidence shows (e.g., Maass 
et aI., 1995, 1996; Webster et aI., 1997). How these motivations can come into play 
needs to be addressed. Webster et al. (1997) state that: 
use of language is less straightforward than has been typically assumed and 
that it may reflect goals extrinsic to the communication's overt meaning and 
related to the speaker's epistemic motivations, as these interact with the 
social context (p. 1130). 
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That is, whilst people are unaware of the language choices they make, their language 
use is nevertheless indirectly influenced by various motivations. The linguistic 
intergroup bias therefore, can be affected by motivations brought about by the 
intergroup context, for example, the need to maintain positive self-esteem in the light 
of threat. As Maass et al. (1995, 1996) have noted, conflictual intergroup situations 
may also bl·ing about a re-evaluation of the stereotypes or expectancies of the 
ingroup and outgroup, which will also affect the LIB. Therefore, motivations can, 
although indirectly, influence the LIB. 
An alternative perspective is presented by von Hippel, Sekaquaptewa and 
Vargas (1995, 1997). They state that "explicit measures were designed to tap the 
content of people's prejudicial attitudes, whereas the implicit measures were 
designed to tap the prejudicial processes in which they engage" (1997, p. 507, 
emphasis in original version). It is more plausible to assume that these processes are 
in some way influenced by people's motivations, than to say that motivations play no 
part in internal processes involved in prejudice. 
The idea that internal processes can be affected by explicit motivations is 
examined in depth by Kunda (1990) and is relevant to this discussion. Kunda notes 
that people's motivations (e.g., to be accurate, or to think what one wants to think) 
can affect I·easoning by influencing the strategies people use to access, construct and 
evaluate beliefs. That is, the external motivation drives the strategy used to organise 
beliefs and attitudes. Kunda argues that this leads to a greater likelihood of 
cognitively searching for 'hypothesis-consistent' rather than inconsistent evidence. 
This point is directly relevant to work on the LIB. It suggests that the bias towards 
expectancy-consistent information can be affected by explicit motivations of which 
people al'e aware. Perhaps this in turn leads to description of these events in more 
abst ract terms. 
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Inte resti ng ly, Werkman et al. ( 1999, Experiment I ) report research in which 
they propose that children use language strateg ica ll y to convey impressions. This is 
furthe r contrary to the position that the LIB is not under intentional control (e.g., 
Franco & Maass, 1996, 1999). In two studies, Werkman and colleagues presented 
children aged between 8 and 19 with cartoons of characters committing positive or 
negat ive behaviours. They were asked to picture the person as their best f ri end or 
worst enemy as in Maass et al. ( 1995) . The ch ildren were asked to choose the best 
description of the behaviour from a li st of LIB al ternatives. As expected, the LIB 
was replicated and the LIB actually increased with age. Werkman and colleagues 
conc luded that this was consistent with the fact that ch ildren in crease in the ir 
se lective use of abstract language with inc reasi ng age (see also Aloise- Young, 1993, 
Bennet & Yeeles, 1990) . 
However, this rationale, wh ile possibly correct, is premature. Werkman et al. 
1999) have s imply demonstrated that the LIB exists in chi ld ren and that it increases 
with age. To conclude that this is due to strategic factors on the basis of no exp licit 
ev idence related to strateg ic behaviour, is perhaps hasty. However, it is interesting 
that researchers involved in LIB research are prepared to acknowledge that explicit 
motivational or strateg ic behaviour can influence the lin gu istic expression of 
impress ions. While the evidence for this is not clear, it is understood that linguistic 
biases may have a strategic behavioural component. This research exp licitly 
exami nes this possibility. 
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Applyi ng the LCM to measure stereotypical language in CMC 
Overall, research indicates that the LIB is a result of differential expectancies 
about groups and individuals. If a behaviour is congruent with expectancies, then we 
are more likely to describe that behaviour abstractly, imp lying that (a) we believe the 
behaviour to be typica l of that person or group, and that (b) we expect that behaviour 
to be di splayed on future occasions . On the other hand, if a behaviour is inconsistent 
with ou r withstanding expectancies about a person or group, we are more like ly to 
describe that behaviour more concretely, impl ying that (a) we be lieve the behaviou r 
to be atypical of that person or group, and that (b) we do not expect that behaviour to 
be di splayed by that person on future occasions. That is, abstract descriptions imply 
stereotypicality, whereas concrete descriptions describe isolated events. 
The linguistic category model pl'ovides a reliable measure of thi s 
phenomenon and the model is effective in measuring the ex pression of differential 
expectancies in an inte rgroup setting, as seen consistently through the work of Maass 
and colleagues. If ste reotypes are shared expectancies and be liefs about social 
groups (e.g. , H amilton & Sherman , 1994), then a measure of the expression and 
perpe tuation of interg roup expectancies will be an effective way of examining the 
communication and perpetuation of stereotypes in an inte rgroup setting. 
It seems plaus ibl e then to apply the LCM to the study of CMC to examine 
communicators' tex tual descriptions of outgroup members' behaviour. Desc riptions 
that are consistent with and maintain ste reotypes about the outgroup should be 
described using more abstract language, whilst descriptions that are incon s istent with 
and do not maintain current stereotypes about the outgroup should be described using 
more concrete lan guage. A key question here is how these processes may be affected 
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by identifiability. Particularly, it is important to ask whether language use is 
influenced by explicit , strategic factors such as a desire to res ist the olltgroup, or 
increased self-presentati onal concerns brought about by identifiability to the ingroup. 
Chapter 5 brings together ideas following from Chapter 2 on computer-
mediated communication, Chapter 3 on the social identity model of deindividuation 
effects, and the current chapter on stereotypical language use. In doing so, r 
formulate specific hypotheses regarding the effects of identifiability on stereotypical 
language use in CMC. 
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Chapter 5 
A model of the effects of Internet identifiability on communicative 
behaviour 
Introduction 
This chapter aims to bring together the previous chapters on CMC, SIDE and 
stereotypical language use, and puts forward a ser ies of predictions forming a model 
of the effects of Internet identifiability on communicative behaviour. The 
predictions are tested in Chapters 6 through to to. Thi s chapter includes the 
following things: 
I. An overview of the topic under investigation and reiteration of the main 
po ints drawn from each chapter. 
2. A presentation of the hypotheses and model to be tested in thi s research. 
3. An outline of the initial study in this programme of research. 
Overview and hypotheses 
Flaming is the expression of hostile emotions and feelings over the computer 
(e.g., Kiesler et aI., 1984; Lea et aI., 1992; Siegel et aI., 1986; Sproull & Kies ler, 
1986). [t is considered to be a common featu re of CMC, so mewhat unique to CMC, 
and is considered to be a negative by-product of the anonymity of computer 
interactions. However, the underl ying psychological processes (explicit and implicit) 
that bring about flaming behaviour are not clear, and await empirical investigation. 
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Specifically, research has indicated that fl aming between indiv iduals is more 
preva lent in anonymous CMC than identifiable communication (e.g., Hiltz et a I. , 
1989; Ki es ler et aI. , 1985; Siegel et aI. , 1986; Sprou ll & Kiesler, 1986), but the 
specific effects of identifiability on flamin g behaviour, and the explicit and implicit 
psycholog ical consequences of bein g anonymou s or ident ifiable in thi s medium , are 
not yet c lear. Poss ible social psychological explanations for thi s behaviour that have 
been put forward are the reduced social cues of the medium which are sa id to render 
the med ium impersonal and ' less social' (e.g., Kies ler et a I. , 1984), and the process 
of deindividuation in which CMC supposed ly reduces explicit self-awareness and 
allows people to act on impulses and shed their inhibition s (e.g., Siege l et a I. , 1986) . 
However, ev idence for these phenomena has been contrad ictory (e.g., see M atheson 
& Zanna, 1989, 1990), and so requires furthe r in ves ti gation. 
It is important to note that the vast proportion of resea rch into flamin g 
behaviour has tended towards an analysis of fl aming and CMC in general as an 
inte rpe rsonal phenomenon (e.g. , Kies ler et aI. , 1984; Sproull & Kiesler, 1986). That 
is, when peopl e communicate in this manner they are changed somehow at an 
individual level by being identifiabl e, and thi s contributes to the increased host ility 
w itnessed in the medium. Unt il recently, the intergroup aspects of flaming and 
behav iou r in CMC more generally, have been left negl ected. The SIDE model 
(Reicher et aI. , 1995; Spears & Lea, 1994) offers a new perspecti ve on 
deindividuation phenomena and has been appl ied d irectl y to behav iour in CMC. 
Drawing on self-categorization theory (Turner et aI., 1987), SIDE theori sts 
offer a different perspect ive to CMC phenomena, wh ich ex plain s behaviour in 
relati on to the intergroup aspects of CMC interaction s. It is proposed that behaviour 
in CMC can be group-normati ve if the sa lience of group memberships is high . Th at 
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is , if the communicative context renders a spec ific group membership immediate ly 
relevant to an individual , then his or he r behaviour is likely to be influenced by Ihose 
norms rathe r than their own personal norms. 
If we assume that flaming is influenced by the same processes, then flaming 
should also be affected by people 's group memberships and the norms and standard s 
associated with those group memberships, if they are important at the time of the 
interaction . Lea et al. ( 1992) argue for thi s alternat ive anal ys is of flamin g by arguing 
that flaming can be seen as a normati ve process occurring when particular no rms and 
standards of behaviour become important. 
[f we consider flaming as a group-normative phenomenon, measuring how 
flaming and the soc ial psychological processes involved in flaming are influenced by 
identifiabilit y will be best achieved by examining intergroup phenomena present in 
flaming and by examining how they are affected by identifiability. Of course, a 
textual measurement of intergroup phenomena is necessary to execute this task in 
CMC. The communication of stereotypes and expectanc ies about other groups can 
be examined in thi s manner. Measurement of these processes can be achieved by 
examinin g the language communicators use through the use of the lingui st ic calegO['y 
model (e.g., Semin & Fiedler, 1988) and quantifying the level of stereotyp ical 
language expressed. As previously stated, thi s does not assume that the 
communication of stereotypes is always hostile and negati ve (see Oakes et aI. , 1994 
for an alternative perspective), but it does assume that where communicators are 
ex press ing hostile sentiments about others, and these sentiments relate to inte rgroup 
relations, that ste reotypical descriptions will become a prominent feature of 
communication. This leads to the first hypothes is to be investigated : 
Hypothesis 1: Flaming of outgroups should involve higher levels of stereotyp ical 
language than 'everyday' Internet communication about outgroup members. 
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Once thi s has been established, the nex t step is to examine the effects of 
identifiability on stereotypical language use. As previous ly stated, Internet 
identifiability allows people to be anon ymou s or identifiable by name and locati on, if 
they so desire. It is important to note therefore, that communicators (or sources) can 
be anonymous or identifiable, and so can their communicative targets. This be in g 
the case, identi fiability may impact upon how sources behave, and also how the 
target is perceived or behaved towards. It is therefore important to examine how 
identifiability of both source and target impact upon behaviour on the Internet. This 
section focuses firstly on the effects of identifiability of the sources on their 
behaviour towards outgroup targets. 
It is difficult to make predictions based on the cogniti ve dimension of the 
SIDE model (Reiche r et aI., 1995; Spears & Lea, 1994) regarding the effects of 
identifiability on the expression of stereotypical norm s. The cognitive SIDE 
proposes that when a person is anonymous within a group, and therefore cannot see 
others in the group, they become less aware of people's individual characteristics and 
focu s more on the knowledge they have of thei r category memberships. In a 
s ituation where group sal ience is high (as could be argued to be the case in 
intergroup fl ami ng), anonymity within the g roup increases thi s sa lience further and 
leads to an increase in group-normative behaviour. Under these circumstances SIDE 
might predict an increase in stereotypical language of communicators' description s 
of oUlgroup targets. 
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However, in the case of Internet identifiability, where all communicators a re 
visua ll y anonymous, but are identifiable by name/ location and/or e-mai l address, it is 
not clear that the same principles will apply. The cognitive SIDE relies on the 
concept of visua l anonym ity, and the reaso n for attention to group characteri st ics is 
because individual characteristics are usually obscu red . However, it is poss ible that 
people who choose not to identify themselves by choosi ng not to suppl y informati on 
which makes them identifiable will become less aware of their indi vidua lity than 
those who supply the ir detail s . Thi s rationale is cons istent with early CMC research 
suggesting that anonymity causes people to lose a sense of their individuality and 
personal respon s ibiliti es (e.g., Siegel et ai., 1986) . In re lation to SIDE, this reduced 
awareness of idi osyncrat ic features, instead of allowing people to act irrespon s ibly 
and irrationally, could increase the salience of prominent social category 
memberships such as race or gender and in turn, anonymous communicators migh t 
act more in line with the norms of the sa lient category. Thus, if predictions based on 
the cognitive SlDE are upheld in the case of Internet identifiability, then it is 
predicted that: 
Hypothesis 2: If Inte rnet identifiability red uces social category salience, then 
identifiabl e sources should show lower levels of stereotypical language to describe 
outgroup ta rgets, than should anon ymous sources. 
This predicted path can be observed in Figul'e 5.1: A model of the effects of Inte rne t 
identifiabi lity on co mmunicative behaviour, under 'self-categorical effects'. 
Although a self-categorical response to identifiability is possible, a strateg ic 
o r se lf-presentational accou nt is also possibl e. Firstly, when one cons ide rs the 
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importance of pos iti ve evaluation by important or va lued ingroups, group members 
should perhaps be more likely to strive to seek pos iti ve evaluation from ingroup 
members when they themselves are identifiable to those important others. One way 
to present oneself positively to the ingroup is to adhere to the group's norms. 
Research on self-presentation indicates that identifiable communicators are more 
likely to adhere to group norms and standards because of this explicit desi re to 
achieve pos iti ve ingroup evaluation (e.g., Noel et a I. , 1995). For anonymous 
communicators, this is less of a priority because their responses can not be linked to 
them personally. 
It therefore follows that communicators who have supplied their name and 
location, or their e-mail address are identifiabl e to the in group members of the 
audience. They may wish to be positi ve ly evaluated by these group members, and so 
they should align themselves more with the norms of the group than should 
anonymous communicators. Further, the presence of other ingroup members in an 
audience may increase feelings of solidarity within the ingroup, giving them power 
to res ist the outgroup (see also Reicher et aI., 1998) . However, it is important to note 
that thi s concept re li es on physical co-presence which is clearly different from 
Internet identifiability, and thus may not occuI'. However, if such social support 
plays a part in determining behaviour, this would increase group-normati ve lan guage 
use . These predicted paths related to ingroup audiences can be observed in Figure 
5.1 under ' st rategic/se lf-presentation al effects'. 
Secondly, unless punishment from the outgroup is feared (Reicher & Levine, 
1994a,b), group-normative behaviour should also increase with identifiability to the 
outgroup members of an Internet audience, as predicted by the strategic SIDE. 
Re icher and Levine proposed that ingroup members are more likel y to express their 
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group identity in the presence of the outgroup as a means of distancing themselves 
from the outgroup and letting their own group identity be known. As long as no 
punishment from the outgroup is feared, identifiability to outgroup members of an 
audience should also increase the expression of group-normative behaviour. This 
predicted path can also be observed in Figure 5.1 under 'strategic/self-presentational 
effects'. Since both the research on self-presentation and the strategic SIDE would 
predict the same behavioural outcome in the event of both ingroup and outgroup 
audiences, it was hypothesised that: 
Hypothesis 3: Under conditions of Internet identifiabi lity to both the ingroup and 
the outgroup members of a CMC audience, stereotypical language used to describe 
outgroup targets should be higher for identifiable sources than for anonymous 
sources. 
However, having said this, predicting that communicators will behave 
strategically towards their audience through their use of more abstract langu age 
implies that language use of this nature is under intentional control. In relation to the 
LIB, Franco and Maass (1996, 1999) have argued to the contrary, stating that 
language use is not under intentional control and is not related to other measures of 
stereotyping and prejudice. However, other research suggests that language use can 
be influenced by extrinsic motivations. For example, Maass et al. (1996) found that 
undel' ci l'CLlmstances where the outgroup threatens the ingroup, and participants are 
therefore motivated to e liminate this threat, participants used more abstract language 
to describe the outgroup. Admittedly, such threat may have also served to increase 
social category sal ience. Also, Webster et al. (1997) have shown that participants 
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with hi gh levels of need-for-closure also use hi gher levels of stereotypical language. 
E vidence that strategic moti vations to present oneself positively to an audi ence can 
affect the way in which people lingui st icall y express the ir views, would suggest that 
an implicit outcome (language abstraction) can be affected by explicit motivati onal 
processes. In addit ion however, exam inin g language allows us to examine the 
effects of identifiability on language use , compared with the effects of identifiability 
on c lea rl y expli cit behav iours such as hostility . This has not been in vesti gated until 
now. For example, the strategic SIDE assumes that expl ici t responses to 
ident ifiab il ity wi ll ['esu lt in changed behaviou r. Measuring language abstraction 
gives us the opportunity to go beyond this ana lys is to in vest igate perhaps more 
impli cit responses to identifiability. 
So far , thi s chapter has discussed the effects of identifiabi lity on the 
behaviour of ingroup sources towards outgroup targets. It is also important to 
consider the efrects of the identi fiability of the targe ts on how they are described. 
Based on the wO ['k of Wilder (1 978) and the cogniti ve d imension of the SIDE model, 
if no visual indi vidu ating information about the target is available, then it is more 
likely that the target will be evaluated on the basis o f thei r known group 
membershi ps. That is, if characteri stics that make the target unique cannot be seen, 
this means thar the target wil l have to be evaluated on the basis of other known 
characteristi cs such as nationality and gender. Onder these c ircumstances, a 
judgement of the target on the basis of ste reotypical knowledge is more likely. 
In the case of Inte rnet identifiability, the same reasoning should apply. Onder 
anonymous condition s where no information is avai lable to individuate the target, 
desc ri pt ions of a target who chose to remain anonymous should be based more on 
assumptions about the target's salient group membership. That is , if all 
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communicators are anonymous, yet a target outgroup member supplies a name and 
an e-mai l address, there is more information available about that person and they 
should be less likely to elicit a stereotypical judgement than an anonymous target. 
Of course this is not the same as being able to see a pet'son's face and identify them 
as 'someone like me' or 'someone not like me', but knowledge of an individual that 
indicates certa in individuating features should encourage more indi viduation than if 
there was no inform at ion available at ali (see Figure 5.1 under 'self-categorical 
effects). It was therefore hypothesised that: 
Hypothesis 4: Anonymous outgroup targets should be described by higher leve ls of 
stereotypical language than identifiable outgroup targets. 
Self-categorica l e ffects 
Conditions 
Processes 
Outcome 
Identifiability 
(of outgroup 
target) 
~ 
Increased 
individuation 
of target 
Decreased 
stereotypical 
language usc 
(* if social identity is alreadv salient) 
Identifiabil ity 
(to Internet 
audience) 
~ 
Dec reased 
group 
salience* 
Decreased 
stereotypical 
language lise 
S tratcgi c/ sci f -prescn tal i on a I 
effects 
Identifiability 
(to powerless 
olltgroup 
audience) 
~ 
Increased 
desire to 
express own 
identity to the 
olilgroup 
audience 
Increased 
stereotypi cal 
language LIse 
Ident ifi ability 
(to ingroup 
auclience) 
l 
Increased 
self-
presentational 
concerns 
Increased 
stereotypical 
language usc 
Figure 5.1. A model of the effects of Internet identifiability on communicative 
behaviour. 
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The initial study 
The initi al study was an archival fi eld study exalllining language from pre-
existing cOllllllunications on Internet newsgroups. As such, it was not possible to 
Illeasure potentiallllediating variables such as sa li ence or Illotivation . In thi s initi al 
study it was, however, possible to test if (a) intergroup flallling involves hi gher level s 
of stereotypica l lan guage than norlllal cOllllllunication, (b) if anonymous or 
identifiable sources use Illore stereotypical language to describe outgroup ta rgets, and 
(c) if anonYlllous olitgroliP targets are described by us in g higher level s of 
stereotyp ica l language than identifiable outgroup targets. It was also possible to 
compare the effects of identifiability on language abstraction and the explicit variable 
of hostility. 
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Chapter 6 
Study 1 - An archival examination of the effects of identifiability on 
stereotypical language use 
Introduction 
The hypotheses and model outlined in Chapter 5 were tested in studies in 
both naturalistic and experimental settings. The initial study was an archival, guasi-
experimental examination of hostile intergroup communications that had been posted 
on Internet newsgroups. 
As explained in Chapter 2, newsgroups are asynchronous discussion groups 
where users can 'post ' contributions to continuing discussions (called 'threads'), or 
create their own threads to which other people can contribute. There are hundreds of 
news groups on the Internet, each e1evoted to a specific topic. Common news groups 
include those for the discussion of television programs, movies , music, books, and 
lifestyle issues such as gay and lesbian issues. There are also newsgroups designated 
by the title ' alt.'. These are alternative groups where specific topics are usually the 
focus but discussion may be less restricted than in some other newsgroups. There are 
no explicit regulations and fewer implicit rules on what people can write in 'alt. ' 
groups. There are some news groups specifically set up for flaming purposes. The 
purpose of posting to such a group is to flame other users and there are no specific 
topics of discussion. People post to these flaming newsgroups simply to engage in 
'flaming wars ' with other users. Flaming is prevalent in news groups specifically 
devoted to the perpetuation of the activity (e.g., alt.f1 ame), and other ' alt. ' 
newsgroups and occurs less frequentl y in other newsgroups. 
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There are fou l' important things to note about newsgroups. Firstly, when 
peopl e comm uni cate with others using thi s sys tem, they can choose whether o r not to 
be identifi ab le . Often newsgroup posting systems forbid users to post anonymously, 
but neverthe less this does occur frequen tly. So, communicators can choose to let 
the ir identi ty be known to othe rs, or conceal it so their messages can not be lin ked to 
them personally. Examining newsgroup com munications therefore allows the 
opportunity to examine how identifiability impacts on commu nication, as it exists 
naturally under conditions of free choice . In the absence of demand characteristics, it 
is poss ibl e to in vesti gate the differences in language use between anonymous and 
identifiabl e com muni cators. 
A nother interesting point to note about newsgroups is that newsgroup 
audiences are broad o r va ried co ll ect ions of people. At any given time, mem bers of a 
newsgroup aud ience can consist of different nat ionali ties and genders, different 
politica l persuasions and so forth. This means th at newsgroup audiences can consis t 
of both ingroup and outgroup members at the same time if a particular group 
membersh ip is sa li en t for a communi cator. A study of com muni cation in this 
medium therefore allows for an examination of the consequences of audience 
presence fo r communication. In later research , this can be refin ed to examine the 
consequences of being anonymous or identifiable to spec ific audiences. 
Also, conducting investigations with a newsgroup sample a ll ows for a direct 
examination of the concept of Internet identifi ab ility, to see if the predictions de ri ved 
fro m SIDE regarding visual identifiability app ly in this CMC setti ng. Finally, 
examin ing newsgroup commun ications makes it poss ible to compare the effects of 
identifiability on explic it processes (e.g., expressed host ility) and perhaps more 
implicit processes (e.g., language use). 
To re-iterate the predictions outlined in Chapter 5: 
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I. Stereotypical language should be more prevalent in flaming 
communication between groups than normal 'everyday' communication. 
2. If strategic or se lf-presentational moti vation s affect stereotypical langu age 
use, then identifiable sources should use hi gher leve ls of stereotypical 
language to describe outgroup targets than should anonymous sources. 
3. If cognitive or se lf-categorical factors affect stereotypical language use, 
then anonymous sources should use hi gher levels of stereotypical 
language to describe outgroup targets than should identifiable sources. 
4. Anonymous targets should be the subj ect of more stereotypical 
description s (higher levels of stereotypical language) than identifiabl e 
targets . 
The archival study will not enable direct inference regarding the fate of these 
hypotheses, nor can it assess the social psychological processes involved , because 
social psychological processes cannot be measul'ed in this archival setting. However, 
this study provides an investigation of the predictions and model and provides the 
basis and directions for future studies. 
Method 
The materials for this study consisted of item s that had been posted to 
Internet newsgroups recentl y before the data was co ll ected . As such, it was not 
possible to measure the demographics of the communicators. This chapter reports 
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the resul ts of a pilot study and the main study itself. For the pi lot study, 100 flames 
and 100 non-flames were collected and for the main study, 200 flames were 
co ll ected. 
Pilot Study 
The purpose of the pilot study was to examine possible differences in 
stereotypical language use between a hostile flaming sample of communication on 
the Internet newsgroups, and a sample of general commun ication. In doing so, it was 
possible to examine the hypothesis that hostile intergroup flaming would involve 
more stereotypical language use due to the antagonistic intergroup nature of the 
interaction, where the use of stereotypical descriptions should be prevalent. 
T he flames were collected in the following manner. The data set was 
collected from people whose postings had been placed on the Internet newsgroups 
recently before the study was conducted. I entered words into the 'Deja News' 
database of newsgroup postings specifically to target negative flaming 
communication. Initial observations indicated that flaming of racists or perceived 
racists was prevalent. Therefore, words specifically used for searching were 'name' . 
' racist', 'racism' , and selected profanities or common 'swear words ' . These words 
we re entered into the database and the output was examined. From the output, 
flames fitting the criteria were selected. 
All flames selected for analysis constituted negative communications to 
OlltgroUp members. None of the selected flames were d irected at other ingroup 
members. It should also be noted that all flames were of an obvious intergroup 
nature. Each flame was aimed at a particular group membership of the target. 
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Anonymous communicators were those who chose to attach an alias to the ir 
e- mail address (e.g., 'Bozo', whose real name could not be obtained), and those who 
chose not to inc lude their e-mail address. Identifiable com municators were those 
who chose to supply their name and e-mail address . Flames varied in len gth but 
were always in excess of one sentence. An example of a typical flame from an 
anonymous user is presented below: 
Al l Austra li ans are racist pigsl We co me here and al l we get is this raci sm 
from pigs who treat us like dogs! 
Rac ist, narrow-minded assholes! Pauline Hanson-Ioversl [Pauline Han son is 
an Austra li an politician who is opposed to immi gration] 
Non-fl ames were collected us ing the same method as used for the co ll ect ion 
of flames but instead of inserti ng specific words r entered random three-letter 
seq uences . However, some of the non-flames obtained using this method were 
graphics files with no text communication. These particular items were discarded. 
After data collection, I compared the two samples' language abstract ion using 
the lingui slic catego ry model. Onl y the sections of a message referring to spec ifi c 
altributes or behav iours of a group or person were analysed. Descriptive action verbs 
were weighted as ' I ' , interpretat ive act ion verbs were weighted as '2 ' , state ve rbs 
were weighted as '3', and adjectives were weighted as '4', as per Semin and Fiedler 
( 1989) . The overa ll measure of language abstraction was obtained for each item by 
using the fol low ing fo rmula: 
.., 
Abstraction = (DA Yx I + IA Yx2 + SYx3 + ADJx4)/(DAY + lAY + SY+ ADJ). 
(DA Y, lAY, SY and ADJ represent the frequency of occurrence of each ca tegory) . 
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Lan guage abstraction scores were thus in the range of 1.0 and 4.0. Results 
indicated lhat lan guage was more abstract in fl aming (M=2.66) than lan guage in 
general newsgroup communication (M=2.24), l( 198)=4.0 I , Q.<.OO I , suggest ing that 
flamin g contains highe r leve ls of stereotypical language, as predicted. See Appendix 
I for I-tes t table. The LCM therefore appears to be sens iti ve to linguist ic differences 
between hostile and non-hostile interactions and it was used in subsequent 
investigat ions to examine the conditions which pmmote or undermine differences in 
ste reotyp ica l language use in flaming. 
Main Study 
Design 
This study utili zed a 2 (source: anon ymousli dentifiable) x 2 (target: 
anonymouslidentifiable) between-subjects design. T he main dependent variable was 
the level of language abstraction contained in the messages. 
Pl"Oced UI"e 
The main study utilized the same procedure for co llecting flames as in the 
pilot study. However, this time 200 flames were co ll ected and no non-fl aming 
sample was required. Flames were collected so that each of the fou r cells equall y 
1 
contained 50 communications. All e-mai l addresses were checked for validity by 
using the di rectory serv ices function in the Macintosh Eudora e-mail software 
package. Thi s was done in order to veri fy that identi fiab le communicators were 
indeed who they said they were. 
120 
Communications were again coded using the lingu istic category model, as 
outlined beforehand, and a measure of language abstraction was obtained for each 
indi vidual communication. Communications were also rated for hostili ty by the 
author and another rater working independentl y. There was an acceptable inter-rater 
reliabi lity (£=.74). The raters were simply asked to rate how hostile they thought the 
communication was on a scale of zero 'not hosti le at all ' to 100 'extremely host il e' . 
Results 
Language abstraction 
Note th at all analyses reported observe a signifi cance level of cx=.05 and are 
two-tail ed unless otherwise indicated. After results were coded and measures of 
abstraction were obtained for each indi vidual communication, an average measure of 
language abstraction was obtained for each condition. The results are presented in 
Figure 6.1 . Statist ica l tables for Study I and all other studies are presented in 
Append ix 1. 
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Figure 6.1. Language abstraction as a function of identifiability 
of source and target. 
There was a s ign ificant interaction between source and target,.E( 1, 196)=5.63 , 
12<.05. Specifically, when the target was anonymous, sources used more abstract 
stereotypical language to describe the target when they themselves were actually 
identifiable but much less so when they were anonymous (Ms=2.84 vs. 2.57), 
1(98)=2.02,12<.05. No other pairwise comparisons were significant. 
No main effect for source was found, E( I ,196)< I, ns. That is, there was no 
difference in language abstract ion between the anonymous (.1'4=2.67), and the 
identifi able source (M=2.7 1) conditions. Second ly, there was no main effect for 
target, E( 1,1 96)< I, ns. There was therefore no difference in language abstraction 
between the anonymous (M=2.70), and the identifiable target (.1'4=2.68) conditions. 
Hostility 
Host ility ratings were no higher when the sources were anonymous 
CM=69.40) than when they were identifiab le (M=6S.3S ), E( 1,196)=2.36,)l2. There 
was a lso no difference in hostility between the anonymous (M=6S.88) and 
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identi fiable target (M=68.88) conditions, E( I , 196)= 1.29, ns. Therefore, hosti I ity or 
the messages did not differ across conditions as language abstraction differed ac ross 
conditions, and so could not be mediating the observed effect between identifiabi lity 
and language abstraction. Also, the correlation between hostility and language 
abstraction was not sign ificant ([=.10). 
Permissibility and normative context 
After having co llected the data, an additiona l dependent measure was 
collected . A brief questionnaire was placed on a variety of Internet newsgroups. 
The questionnaire listed the social groups who were targeted in the data for this study 
(a total of 36 soc ial groups), and users, who completed the questionnaire vo luntarily, 
were asked to rate how 'permissible' it was to flam e each of these groups. In other 
words, as regu lar users on the Internet they were asked how often they saw these 
specific groups being flamed (ranging from A ' it is generally accepted to speak 
negati ve ly of thi s group' through C ' neutral ' to E 'it is never accepted that thi s group 
is spoken of negatively' ). This therefore provided a measure of permissibility 
amongst Internet users of flaming certain groups . Eight respondents completed thi s 
questionnaire. The questionnaire is presented in Appendix II. 
Permi ss ibility measures were coded from one ' it is never accepted to speak 
negati ve ly of this g roup ' to five ' it is generally accepted to speak negati vely of this 
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group'. There was no difference in language abstraction between comm unicat ions to 
high permissibi li ty fl aming targets (M=2.655) and low permissibility flaming targets 
(M=2.733), I( 198)=.80, D..§. Permi ss ibility cou ld therefore not have mediated the 
effect of identifi ab ility on language abstraction observed in this study. 
Newsgroups were also divided into those that inc luded 'flame ' in the title, 
and those that did not to examine the impact of normative context on language 
abstraction . Note that the newsgroup o ri gin of one of the co mmuni cations was not 
recorded and these communications were not included in the analys is. This was 
incl uded as a facto r in the anal ys is and it was found that there was no significant 
difference in language abstraction between the flaming newsgroups (M=2.7 1) and 
the non-fl am in g news groups (M=2 .55) , I( 197)= 1.28, D..§. and that there were no 
interactions in vo lvi ng newsgroup context. This implies that the context of the 
flaming could not have medi ated the effect of ident ifiab il ity on language abstraction. 
Discussion 
Contrary to the hypotheses, there was no main effect on language abs traction 
for either source or target identifiability. This is inconsi stent with the predictions 
drawn from the strategic dimension of the SIDE model (Spears & Lea, 1994) , the 
cogniti ve component of the SIDE model (Reicher et aI., 1995; Spears & Lea, 1994) , 
and Wilder's ( 1978) work on deindividuation of the outgroup combined in the model 
of Internet ident ifiab ility. However, for anony mous targets, language abstraction 
was significant ly hi gher when the sources describing the targets were identifiable 
than when they were anonymous. Sources were more like ly to describe the 
anonymous oll tgroup member in stereotyp ical terms when they themselves were 
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identifiable to the newsgroup audience. This specific finding is partially consistent 
with the prediction drawn from the strategic dimension of the SIDE model and from 
research on self-presentation. That is, identifiable users were more likely to use 
stereotypical language to describe the outgroup target, but only when the outgroup 
target was anonymous. 
The results rule out certain prospective explanations for the observed effect, 
which relate to the overa ll normative context of the communication. Firstly, the 
acceptabi lity or permissibility of flaming certain groups was not mediating the effect. 
An examination of this issue revealed that there was no stronger relationship between 
language abstraction and identifiability for high and low permissibility oftlaming. 
That is, language abstraction was no different under conditions where is was 'OK' to 
flame than when it was 'not OK' . Secondly, there was no reason to believe from the 
results that global normative contexts were responsible for the effect. Flaming was 
not significantly more or less abstract in flaming ' acceptable ' than flaming 
'unacceptable' news groups. Thirdly, it was not the case that anonymous 
communicators were more hostile than users who were identifiable, nor was hostility 
affected by identifiability of the outgroup members . It may be that because all 
communication was selected to be particularly hostile, there may have been very 
little variation on the hostility measure in general. However, there was no evidence 
that hostility was related to language abstraction or identifiability, and therefore it is 
not a plausible mediator for the effect observed. This is interesting, because it 
indicates that language abstraction is influenced by identifiability, but explicit 
hostility is not. However, it is possible that variation in hostility may be higher in a 
controlled laboratory setting. In case this was true, and this study did not prov ide an 
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accurate measure of the effects of identifiability on hoslility, hostility was retained as 
a dependelll va riable in Studies 2 and 3. 
In summary, this study shows that: 
I. Contrary to the model of Internet identifiability proposed in Chapter 5, 
Lhe re are no main effects of identifi ability on stereotypical language use. 
2. Stereotypical language is highesL under conditions where sources are 
identifi able and targets are anon ymous, partiall y in line with the model of 
Inte rnet identifiability. 
3. Permi ss ibility, perceived hostility and global normative context are 
unre lated to the effect and cannot explain it. 
How then, can this effect be explained? [t is poss ible that a qualified 
strategic/self-presentational account (as out li ned in the model of Internet 
identifiability in Chapter 5) can explain the effect, based on evidence that the 
predicted re lationship occurs under conditions where the target outgroup member is 
anonymous. However, there is no evidence fl'om this archi va l study that strategic 
motivations were driving the effect because communicators' motivation s could not 
be measured, and so thi s idea needs to be tested empirically. If strategic behaviour is 
respons ibl e for high levels of stereotypical lan guage use, this complements research 
indicating that the use of abstract language can be affected by ex plic it motivational 
processes under certain conditions (e.g. , Maass et aI., 1996; Webste r et aI., 1997). 
Hav ing said this, a se lf-categorical account cannot be ruled out. Perhaps 
be in g identi fiab le to an audience when comm unicat in g about an anonymous 
olltgroup target increases the salience of the social categorization by making the 
intergroup encounter more prominent. That is , the source ' s own identifiable statu s 
may contrast with the anonymous and possible cowardl y status of the target. 
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In exploring the reasons for the effect of identifiability on language 
abstraction, two broad questions were framed for the next two studies. Firstly, was 
the effect due to what Spears and Lea (1994) term cognitive (self-categorical) or 
strategic factors? That is, could the higher stereotypical language for identifiable 
sources communicating about an anonymous target be attributed to strongly 
stereotypical perceptions or was it due to self-presentational and related factors? 
Secondly, did the effect depend upon the intended audience of the message? Is it 
necessary to have both ingroup and outgroup members in the audience to replicate 
the effect, or is the presence of either an ingroup or outgroup audience alone 
sufficient? My overall strategy therefore was to attempt to replicate the archival 
effect with an outgroup and an ingroup audience and then to establish whether self-
categorical or strategic mechanisms were responsible. 
In order to do so, it was necessary to conduct two experiments. The first 
experiment examined the effects of identifiability of sources and targets on 
stereotypical language use when communicators are identifiable to an ingroup 
audience. The second experiment investigated the same issue in the presence of an 
outgroup audience. Both Studies 2 and 3 are presented in Chapter 7. 
Chapter 7 
Studies 2 and 3 - Experimental examinations of the effects 
of identifiability on stereotypical language use in CMC: 
The impact of identifiability to ingroup and outgroup audiences 
Introduction 
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Study I indicates that a simple main effects model is not adequate to explain 
the effects of Internet identifiability on stereotypical language use in CMC. It is not 
simply that identifiable communicators use higher levels of stereotypical language 
for whatever reason , nor is it the case that anonymous communicators are subject to 
higher levels of stereotypical language when they are described. Instead, Study I 
revealed a more complex relationship between identifiability and stereotypical 
language use. Partially in line with the aspect of the model drawn from the strategic 
SIDE and research on self-presentation, results revealed that when outgroup targets 
were anonymous , identifiable sources used higher levels of stereotypical language to 
describe the targets than did anonymous sources. Explaining why this might be the 
case was the purpose of Studies 2 and 3. 
As explained in Chapter 6, news group audiences always contain a mix of 
ingroup and outgroup members at any given time. The model of Internet 
identifiability proposes that different processes come into play when communicators 
are identifiable to ingroup audiences than when they are identifiable to outgroup 
audiences , even though the behavioural outcome may be the same. As such, the 
,-
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effects of identifiability on stereotypical lan guage use may be due to the presence of 
an ingroup audience, or an outgroup audience. This chapter examines both of these 
possibilities, focusing firstly on the effects of an ingroup audience. 
If the effect of identifiability on language abstraction observed in Study I is 
replicated with an ingroup audience, it could be due to three possible factors. Firstly, 
the effect could be due to an increased salience of the social categorization resulting 
from increased differentiation between ingroup and outgroup, or increased 
involvement of the sources in the issue (i.e., a self-categorical effect). Secondly, it 
could also be a strategic effect due to a desire on the part of identifiable sources to 
present themselves positively to other ingroup members (see Barreto & Ellemers, in 
press; Noel et a!., 1995). Thirdly, it may be related to the social support provided by 
being co-present with an ingroup audience (see Reicher et a!. , 1998; Spears & Lea, 
1994), although this is less plausible under condition of Internet identifiability. 
Evidence for the effect with an ingroup audience would provide evidence for 
self-categorical factors (i.e., increased salience of social category) , provided that 
increased differentiation between the ingroup and the outgroup mediates the effect. 
This would be evidence for the aspect of the Internet identifiability model derived 
from the cognitive SIDE, indicating that increased group-normative behaviour results 
from enhanced intergroup differentiation produced by the fact that the target was 
anonymous while the source was identifiable. If this is not the case, the effect may 
be related to strategic attempts on the part of the participants, to seek positive 
evaluation from the ingroup audience or because the ingroup audience provides 
social support to resist the outgroup. 
There are also two possible mechanisms whereby identifiability to an 
outgroup audience might bring about higher levels of stereotypical language for 
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identifiable partic ipants. Firstl y, identifiability to an outgroup aud ience could 
inc rease stereotypical language use by inc reas ing the sa lience of the soc ial 
categori zation as a result of increased in volvement of the communicator in the issue. 
In this case, ste reotypical language may increase fo r identifi able communicators 
because the importance of being an ingroup member inc reases for them as a result of 
be ing identifi able . Thi s may lead to the ex press ion of stereotypical depicti ons of 
outgroup members due to the salience of the intergroup contex t. Thi s would be a 
se lf-categorical phenomeno n. 
The second poss ibility is that the effect may be brought about due to 
communicators' strategic motivations. That is, it coul d also be a strategic effect due 
to a des ire on the part of identifiable sources to asse rt the ir ingroup identity to the 
outgroup as c lea rl y as poss ible in order to di stance themselves fro m the outgroup 
(see also Reicher & Levine, I 994a,b). However, if thi s is the case then it also 
provides ev idence that language ll se, often be l ieved not to be under conscious 
contro l, may be affected by strategic motivations. 
Studi es 2 and 3 attempted to reproduce the condi tions observed in the fie ld in 
a laboratory setting in order to make causal infe rences about the effects of 
identi fiability on behaviour. In these experiments, partic ipants were asked to 
respond via compute r to an outgroup member's In te rnet message. They were ei the r 
anonymous or identi fiable to an audience comprised of in group members (S tudy 2) 
or outgroup members (S tudy 3). Although it was not practicable to set up pe rmane nt 
e-mail addresses for the participants, they were required to suppl y the ir name and 
country of res idence. This was so in order to reprod uce the Internet situation as 
closely as poss ib le. A s imilar amount of biographi cal in fo rmation is availabl e in a 
person's name and count ry of residence as is ava ilable in an e-mail address . It was 
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therefore anticipated that the cognitive and strategic effects of these manipulations 
would provide as close a situation as possible to the archival study, where users who 
chose to be identifiable supplied their name and e-mail address. 
If identifiability to an exclusively ingroup or exclusively outgroup audience is 
I'esponsible for the effect of identifiability on language abstraction, Studies 2 and 3 
should yield different results. If identifiability to an ingroup audience is responsible 
for the effect, then the interaction observed in Study I should only be replicated in 
Study 2. If identifiability to an outgroup audience is responsible for the effect, then 
the interaction shou ld only be replicated in Study 3. In each case, if the effect is 
mediated by measures related to the salience of the social categories (e.g., intergroup 
differentiation measures), that would be evidence for the cognitive aspect of the 
SIDE model. If this is not the case, then strategic or self-presentational mechanisms 
are the likely cause of the effect. 
As mentioned in Chapter 6, the explicit measure of hostility was retained in 
Studies 2 and 3. In case variation in hostility was low in the archival study, hostility 
was measured again in a controlled setting. Again, this allowed for a comparison of 
the effects of identifiability on language use and explicit hostility. 
Study 2: Method 
Participants 
Participants were undergraduate psychology students at the Australian 
National University, who participated for course credit. There were 44 students ( 10 
male and 34 female) with a mean age of 23.9. 
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Design 
Thi s study cons isted of a 2 (ingroup: anonymous/identifiable) x 2 (outgroup: 
anonymous/identifiable) between-subjects design. The main dependent variable was 
the leve l of language abstraction measured using the LCM. 
Procedure 
The questionnaire materials used in Study 2 and for all other studies are 
presented in Appendix n. The experiment consisted of three phases. In phase one, 
participants, in sess ions of two to five people, were asked to complete a 
questionnaire. Participants were first informed that they were goi ng to be asked to 
read a message that had been placed on the Internet and that the message had been 
printed out for them . Partic ipants were first ly asked to indicate how fam iliar they 
were with the Internet and e-mail. A scale of one ' totally unfamiliar' to nine 
'extreme ly familiar' was provided. Participants were informed that the message had 
been written by a member of an extreme, white-power group and were also info rmed 
that many In ternet messages were written by members of such groups and that there 
were also groups opposed to wh ite-power views on white superiority. Participants 
were then asked to ind icate, by c ircli ng the appropriate number, wh ich group they 
felt they belonged to. Participants were to choose between groups one (not opposed 
to white-power groups), or two (opposed to while-power groups). They were also 
asked how much they identified with their chosen group and how strong ly they were 
opposed to wh ite-power groups. Participants recorded their responses on scales of 
one ' not at all ' to nine 'extremely'. These particular questions were designed to 
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produce a pre-test measure of group salience or identification. There were no 
va riati ons between condit ions in any of these pre-test variables (which were included 
as potential covariates and to make the intergroup context salient) and they have 
therefore not been reported in the results. 
After participants completed this initial questionnaire, they began phase two. 
The software package 'Teachtext', a basic word-processi ng programme, was loaded 
onto a Macintosh computer so that the computer screen was blank and ready for 
typing. Participants were then given in struc tions and a copy of the message that had 
actually been written and placed on the Internet by a member of a white-power 
group. The message was very hostile towards racial groups other than whites. The 
author wrote that white people were the main victims of racism in today's society 
and that 'b lacks ' are responsible for this due to Affirmative Action and other means 
for equalising racial discrepancies in soc iety. The writer asked his/her readers to 
stand up for themselves and not let blacks take over; to figh t for the same treatment 
as blacks and fight to preserve what their forefathers have created. He/she asked 
them not to feel guilty for the past actions of whiles because whites are the superior 
race. Participants were informed that the white-power group member had either (a) 
chosen to remain anonymous by not supplying his/her name and country (these 
participants were therefore unaware of the target's gender or nationality), or (b) 
chosen to identify himself by supplying his name and country. The name ' Kevin 
Jackson' and country 'United States of America' were chosen to induce the belief 
that the person who composed the message was an American male. These categories 
were chosen because Internet users are more commonly male and American than 
alternative categories. Also, the message contained American spellings. I am not 
arguing that American males are the communicators who are most likel y (0 be hostile 
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in CMC situations. It is simply the case that more Internet users are male and 
American and to choose a lternative categories would have made those categories 
undu ly salient. A copy of the message appears in figure 7.1. 
http://www.white-power.com 
From: Anonymous [Kevin Jackson] 
Location: Unknown [United States of America] 
Although there is no denying the economic and political stranglehold on oLlr once-great nations, my 
site is to inform you that we are all responsible for our own circumstances. I am sick and tired of the 
usual paranoia-ridden finger pointing! We must stop dwelling on the problems ancl instead foclIs on 
solutions. We must educate ourselves and work harder to prosper because we SlIre as hell are not 
going to receive any hand-outs or breaks! Racial discrimination and prejudism are indeed a fact or 
life, but unfortunately the white people are the main victims! We are at the bOllom end of laws aiding 
the non-whites with preferencial treatments' Affirmative action, quota systems and other unfair hiring 
practices have to go' Why is it that there can be a National Association for the Advancement of 
Colored People (NAACP) but none for white people? Why is it acceptable for there to be a Black 
Education Television (BET) but if whites want to air a show it must be on public access channel and 
considered racist? Is this my imagination, or is this discrimination? Why is ilthat when a black person 
commits a crime against a white it is a normal crime. but if a white does something to a minoritiy it is 
labeled a "bias crime?" lfthe other races truely want equality, then why does it take handicaps to 
obtain this? We will not rest until our people are given the same treatment as minorities! Why must 
the white male be oppressed in order for others to gain their freedoms? You sit back and watch our 
possessions, homes, and cities sink into the greedy hands of the enemy. Isn't it time you did 
something? You cannot sit around watching television and praying that things will change on their 
own, YOU must help change them. The current system is anti-white and attempts to force our race 
into feeling guilty for our past actions, but enough about the lies of the past. .. we must work towards 
securing our future' It is an uphill battle, but one we are more than capable of winning' Get up all 
your ass and motivate yourself! Everything starts at the home, so building a strong family structure 
containing 1110rals and values must become our top priority! Unless we fix things quickly, our future 
will be tragic' T believe the outrageous drug problem and crime rate can easily be minimized simply 
by correcting the lack of family support and values. Before we can begin regaining any political 
power or strength in our nations we must learn to fix our families and this can be done only through 
strict self-determination and dedication. Only then will we make any progression towards our goals. 
Whining and yelling has golten us nowhere ... the time for action has arised! Most people involved in 
the racialist or skinhead movement have faced great opposition from family members, relationships. 
and especially their employers for voicing their beliefs. Only strong-willed individuals with true 
intentions can expect to last, the rest shall quickly fade away. Our freedoms arc being taken away and 
it has been made a crime to stand up and voice opposition' We are now condemned and shunned for 
what our forefathers were praised and heralded for doing. What were once called patriots arc now 
called radicals and extremists! We are now under attack for wanting to save our once great countries! 
If you would like to remain ignorant and ignore the fact that there are ANTI-WHITE FORCES 
working against us - Go ahead ... but they are there! If you think that there are no reasons for us to 
worry ... simply look around us. Take a glance at the malicious television and look at the confused 
youth. They have all but lost their racial identities. This is frightening and sickening. If our forefathers 
didn't protect what they thought was right. .. where would we all be right now? We are irreversably 
destroying our cultures and bloodlines. 
Figure 7.1 . White-power Internet message. 
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Participants were informed that they would be writing a response to the 
message they were about to read and that their response would be seen only by a 
mailing list of people who are opposed to white-power groups. That is, their 
audience was comprised of ingroup members. Participants were randomly allocated 
to one of four possible conditions: (a) participants were asked to supply their name 
and country and were shown that the white-power group member had also chosen to 
do so (identifiablelidentifiable condition), (b) participants were asked to supply their 
name and country but were shown that the white-power group member had chosen 
not to do so (identifiable/anonymous condition), (c) participants were told that they 
did not have to supply their name and country but were shown that the white-power 
group member had chosen to do so (anonymouslidentifiable condition) and (d) 
participants were told that they did not have to supply their name and country and 
were shown that the white-power group member had also chosen not to do so 
(anonymous/anonymous condition). All participants adhered to the instructions and 
supplied details where asked by typing them into the computer. 
Participants were then asked to read the message and await further 
instructions. After doing so, they were given further instructions to comment only on 
the behaviour and opinions of the white-power group member and to place any 
quotes from the message in quotation marks. They were informed that they would 
have 10 minutes to complete their responses. All participants began at the same 
time. They were timed and were asked to cease typing after 10 minutes had elapsed. 
An excerpt of a typical message written by a participant is as follows: 
Is is no wonder that he hasn ' t the guts to sign his name as he seems 
piteously insecure about who he is!! If he really thought that he was 
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part of the 'best' race then why is he so threatened by the others? His so-
1 
called 'forefathers' may perhaps been bigoted fools too. He is just too slow 
to realise this! 
After completing their responses to the message participants were asked to 
complete a final questionnaire (phase three). Participants were asked to indicate if 
they would like to send their messages to the mailing list. They were asked to 
indicate this choice by explicitly stating either 'yes' or 'no'. They were also given 
the following instructions: 
Also, I would like you to think of the type of person who wrote the message 
to which you replied. Could you please list 3 adjectives which (in your 
opinion) would best describe such a person: 
Could you also list 3 adjectives that are characteristic of you, but not of the 
person who wrote the Internet message: 
The adjectives were rated by an independent rater on a scale of one 'very positive 
adjective' through five 'neutral' to nine 'very negative adjective ' . These ratings 
were then averaged across the three items by dividing the total amount by three. 
This was done to obtain one value of adjective positivity/negativity for outgroup 
members and one for ingroup members (the participants themselves). A 
differentiation score was obtained for each participant by subtracting the average 
positivity of self adjectives from the average positivity of outgroup adjectives. 
Obtaining this differentiation score made it possible to examine if anonymous and 
identifiable participants differed in their views about the ingroup and outgroup. That 
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is, it was possible to examine whether the manipulation of identifiability changed 
, 
II ~ 
participants views about the intergroup context, indicating a change in salience due 
to identifiability. 
Participants were then asked to rate how consistent the message was with 
what they expected from a member of a white-power group. A scale of one 'not 
expected at all' to nine 'exactly as I expected' was presented. It should be noted that 
the mean consistency rating was well above the midpoint (M=6.3S). However, there 
was no variation across conditions on this variable, and so it will not be discussed in 
the results. Finally, participants were then debriefed and thanked for their 
participation in the research. 
Results 
Language abstraction 
Results for language abstraction are presented in Figure 7.2. As 
hypothesised, the interaction between source and target was significant, 
.E( I ,40)=S.22, £<.OS. Also, the pairwise comparison in the outgroup anonymous 
condition was significant, 1(20)=2.47, £<.OS. As in Study I, language abstraction 
was higher in the identifiable source condition (M=2.83) than the anonymous source 
(M=2.2S) condition. No other pairwise contrasts were statistically significant. 
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Figure 7.2. Language abstraction as a function of identifiability 
of source and target. 
There was no main effect for source, EC I ,40)=3.47, £=.06 and although this 
effect was approaching significance (Ms=2.44 in the anonymous condition versus 
2.71 for the identifiable condition), it was substantially qualified by the significant 
interaction. Also, no main effect for target was found, ECI,40)<1, ns. That is, there 
was no difference in language abstraction between the anonymous (M=2.S4) and 
identifiable (M=2.61) target conditions. 
Willingness to send messages 
A chi-square analysis revealed that participants were no more or less likely to 
wish to send their message in any of the four sourceltarget combinations, X2 (I, 
ti.=44)= 0.38 , ns. That is, the willingness to send the message was not affected by 
the anonymity of either source or target. 
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Hosti lity 
There was no difference in perceived hostility between the anonymous source 
(M=27.50), and identifiable source (M=30.80) conditions, E(I ,40)<1,!l§. The effec t 
for target approached significance, E( I ,40)=3.59, Q=.07 with a trend for there to be 
greater hostility when the outgroup target is identifiabl e (M=33.75 ), than when the 
target is anon ymous (M=24.55). The correlation between language abstraction and 
percei ved hostility was not significant, £(43)=.20, ns . 
Intergroup differentiation 
The positivity and negativity of self and outgroup adjectives were combined 
to provide a measure of post-test intergroup differentiation. If differentiation ac ted 
as a mediator of the language abstraction differences , thi s would provide support for 
the cognitive aspect of the SIDE model. For mediation to hold there should be a 
significant path between identifiability and intergroup differentiation and between 
differentiation and language abstraction , and the s ignificant path between 
identifi ab ility and abstraction should be non-significant when differentiation is 
included in the analysis (Baron & Kenn y, 1986). In fact , only one of these 
conditions he ld. There was a significant re lationship between differentiation and 
language abstraction , Ji=0.21 , Q<.05 but a non s ignificant relationship between 
identifiability and differentiation, Ji=O.07, ns. and the path between identifiabi lity and 
abstraction was unaffected by the inclusion of differentiation . In other words, 
intergroup differentiation and identifiability appeared to have independent effects on 
language abstraction. A similar pattern was found for the outgroup negativity 
measure alone. 
Discussion 
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The results of Study 2 indicate that an ingroup audience is important in 
producing the effect of identifiability on language abstraction as observed in Study I. 
As in the archival study, identifiable communicators described anonymous outgroup 
targets more stereotypically than did anonymous communicators. This supports the 
research of Barreto and Ellemers (in press) and Noel et al. (1995) who observed 
increases in group-normative behaviour when participants were identifiable to an 
ingroup audience. Moreover, the attempt to manipulate variables and replicate their 
effects in the laboratory was successful. 
Stereotypical language was highest when the ingroup sources were 
identifiable to the ingroup audience and when the target outgroup member was 
anonymous. There was thus an immediate difference in the anonymity of the target 
and sources. The target was anonymous and therefore his or her personal identity 
was concealed, and yet the sources were identifiable. It was possible that 
differentiation between the groups based on different identifiability status might be 
responsible for the effect. However, a mediational analysis revealed that intergroup 
differentiation did not mediate the relationship between identifiability and language 
abstraction. It therefore seems less possible that stereotypical language in the 
anonymous target condition was due to increased intergroup diffe rentiation or 
heightened negative feelings towards the outgroup. Clearly, intergroup 
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differentiation is related to language abstraction but this effect is independent of the 
manipulation of identifiability. 
However, as explained in the Introduction, it is also important to investigate 
the possibility that an exclusively outgroup audience may be important in eliciting 
strategic behaviour. This possibility is examined in Study 3. 
Study 3: Method 
Participants 
A total of 46 undergraduate psychology students from the Australian National 
University participated in this study for course credit. Their mean age was 20.1. 
There were 10 males and 36 females. The only selection criterion applied was that 
all of the participants identified themselves as 'opposed to white-power groups' in 
the first phase of the study. One participant was excluded on the basis of this 
criterion. 
Design 
This study consisted of a 2 (ingroup: anonymouslidentifiable) x 2 (outgroup: 
anonymouslidentifiable) between-subjects design. The primary dependent variable 
was the level of language abstraction measured using the LCM. 
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Procedure 
Phase one of this experiment was exactly as in Study 2. In phase two 
however, participants were asked to respond to the white-power message and were 
informed that their response would only be read by a mailing list of people who are 
not opposed to white-power groups. This group may include people who support 
white-power groups, and those who are not committed one way or the other. That is, 
participants were to ld that the outgroup would be reading the message. The 
remainder of phase two was identical to that of Study 2. Again, all participants 
adhered to the instructions and supplied name/location where asked by typing the 
details into the computer. An excerpt from a typical message is as follows: 
Oh, what is the world coming to!? In that stupid, paranoid radicals are 
allowed to freely voice their prejudiced opinions and spread their propaganda 
plaguing their minds! Fool. 
In phase three, all questions were the same as in Study 2 but instead of asking 
participants if they wanted to send their messages (yes/no), participants were asked 
to respond to this question on a scale of one ' I don't want to send my message' to 
nine '1 really want to send my message'. Although binary variables provide require a 
clear decision on the part of the participant, this supplies less information than the 
nine-point scale. As in Study 2 there were no variations between conditions on the 
pre-test measures of group identification or the perceived consistency (with typical 
expectancies) of the white-power group member's message and so the results have 
not been reported here. However, it should be noted again that perceived consistency 
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of the white-power group message with expectations was again above the midpoint 
CM=6. 38). Parti c ipants were again debriefed and thanked for their partic ipation in 
the research. 
Results 
Language abstraction 
Results were coded using the LCM and measures of abstraction were 
obtained for each indi vidual communication. Contrary to predictions, there was no 
interaction between source and target, E( I ,42)< I, ns. There was also no main effect 
for source , E( I ,42)< I, ns . That is, there was no difference in language abstraction 
between the anonymous (M=2.34) and ident ifi ab le source (M=2.37) conditions. 
Also, the re was no main effect for target, E( I ,42)< I, D..§. The re was the refore no 
signifi cant difference in abstraction between the anonymous (M=2.38) and 
identifiable target (M=2.33) conditions. 
Willingness to send messages 
It was found that there was no difference in wi llingness to send the messages 
between the participants who were anonymous and those who were identifiable 
(Ms=5.25 vs . 5.27), EC I ,42)<1, ns. Also, there was no difference in participants' 
wi llingness to send the message dependin g on whethe r the target was anonymous 
(M=5.25 ) o r identifiable (M=5 .27), E(l ,42)< I, D..§. The interaction between source 
and target however, approached signifi cance, E( I ,42)=3.58,12=·07 but no pairwise 
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comparisons were stat isti ca ll y signi fi cant. Incl uding wi llingness to send the message 
as a covariate in the language abstraction analysis did not suggest that will in gness 
was concealin g any effects on the main measures of inte rest. 
Hostility 
There was no main effect for source on perceived hostility , E( I ,42)< I , ~. 
There was no difference in perceived hostility between the anonymous (M=32.40) 
and ident ifiab le source (M=30.45 ) conditions. Also, the re was no main effect for 
target, E( I ,42)< I ,~. There was no inte raction between source and target, 
E(I,42)<I, ns. However, there was a significanl pos itive correlat ion between 
percei ved host il ity and language abstraction , [(45)=.42, ]2<.0 I. 
Intergroup differentiation 
Including post-test group differentiation as a covariate had no bearing on the 
language abstraction results . There were also no s igni ficant re lationships between 
post-test different iat ion and hostility , [(45)=.1 O,~. or between differentiation and 
language abstraction, [(45)=.02, ns. 
There was, however, a sign ificant interaction between source and target for 
the positivity of adjectives used to describe the ingroup, E( I ,42)=6.82, ]2<.05. 
Partic ipants used more positive adject ives to descr ibe the ingroup when they were 
identifiable to the outgroup (M=1.86) than when they were anonymous (M=2.79), 
1(21 )=2.76, ]2<.0 I . Th is may indicate that identifiable participants were motivated to 
he ighten the positivity of the ingroup in the presence of the outgroup. 
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Discussion 
There was no evidence in this study to suggest that stereotypical language 
was affected by the presence of an audience comprised of outgroup members. The 
results of this study therefore cast doubt on the role of identifiability to an outgroup 
audience as a cause of increased language abstraction. If either cognitive or strategic 
factors related to being identifiable to an outgroup audience were responsible for 
driving the effect, then the effect should have been replicated in this study. Instead, 
no variation in language abstraction was observed across conditions. 
This result is not consistent with the findings of Reicher and Levine (J 994, 
a,b) in so far that stereotypical language use was not increased by making 
communicators identifiable to an outgroup audience. Reicher and Levine found that 
people were more likely to express attitudes that were congruent with the ingroup 
position in the presence of an outgroup audience, as long as they could not be 
punished for it. Given that perceived threat appeared to be low here, this result is 
interestingly contrary to prior research of a similar nature. However, it is important 
to note that the setting and dependent variables were different for each study, so no 
direct comparison can be made. Nevertheless, the present study casts doubt on the 
importance of an outgroup audience in driving the effect observed in Study I. 
In contrast to Study I however, perceived hostility of the flames varied 
positively with language abstraction indicating that increasing levels of language 
abstraction were associated with increasing hostility of the flames. This correlation 
may have been apparent here because the overall levels of abstraction were lower in 
this study implying again that range may have been restricted in Study I , but 
interestingly, also by Study 2. 
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General Discussion 
The results of Study 2 indicate that an ingroup audience is important in 
producing the effect of identifiability on language abstraction as observed in Study 1. 
The results of Study 3 however, cast doubt on the role of identifiability to an 
outgroup audience as a cause of increased language abstraction. When the audience 
was composed of ~ members only, language was most abstract when the 
ingroup sources were identifiable and when the target outgroup member was 
anonymous. From now on, I will call this the identifiability/language abstraction 
effect. 
From these results, it is possible to revise the model of Internet ident ifiability 
originally proposed in Chapter 5. It is clear that Internet identifiability does not 
impact upon behaviour in the case of an outgroup audience. Only in the case of an 
ingroup audience does identifiability lead to increased stereotypical descriptions of 
anonymous outgroup targets. Furthermore, it was possible to eliminate self-
categorical factors from the model. There was no evidence from Studies 2 and 3 that 
intergroup differentiation was implicated in the effect of identifiability on language 
abstraction. Isolating the social psychological processes responsible for this effect 
was thus the focus of the remainder of the research programme. 
As previously mentioned, people who are identifiable to other ingroup 
members may act in a more group-normative manner for strategic reasons such as a 
desire to be positively evaluated by the ingroup (e.g., Noel et aI., 1995) , because they 
do not identify with the group (e.g., Barreto & Ellemers, in press), or because they 
feel supported by the ingroup to assert their identity (e.g., Reicher et aI., 1998). 
Further, participants who are identifiable may feel more 'pressured' to adhere to the 
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norms of the group because they are accountable for what they say (e.g., Spears & 
Lea, 1994). Whether or not accountability comes into play when responses are 
identifiable to an ingroup audience, however, remains to be tested. Both SIDE and 
SCT assume that accountability is a process reserved for powerful outgroups, yet the 
possibility remains that the ingroup does also have the power to hold ingroup 
members accountable for their actions. It has been found that group members do 
react differently according to the context in which they are placed. For example, it 
has been found that ostracised individuals comply more with group norms than 
individuals who are not ostracised (see Choi & Williams, 1999; Williams & 
Sommer, 1999). Perhaps being identifiable to an ingroup audience sensitizes 
communicators to possibilities like ostracism and rejection, and therefore makes 
them feel accountable for their behaviour. More will be said of this later. However, 
the common feature of these explanations is that they pose strategic or self-
presentational motivations for communicators to use group-normative language. 
It is interesting to note that Study 3 provided the first evidence in this 
research programme that hostility was significantly related to language abstraction. 
This is important because it indicates that a clearly explicit variable (hostility) 
correlates with language abstraction, often thought to be an implicit variable. This 
again raises the question of whether language use is under intentional control, and 
can be influenced by strategic motivations. The results of the research up to this 
point do not answer this question, but indicate that language use may be related to 
explicit hostility , suggesting that language use is possibly influenced by strategic or 
conscious processes. Investigation of this interesting issue was thus carried out in 
subsequent studies. 
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Study 4 took the first step in uncovering the social psychological processes 
involved in increased stereotypical language use, under conditions of identifiability 
to an ingroup audience. One minor limitation that must be placed on the scope of 
these results so far is that there is no real explanation of why the effects obtained are 
only found with anonymous targets. However, it is possible that an identifiable 
outgroup member might be individuated and thus be perceived as less prototypical of 
the group. As such, individuation of the target might make conditions interpersonal 
rather than intergroup conditions, thus making intergroup effects less probable. In 
Study 4, the identifiable target condition was therefore omitted. 
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Chapter 8 
Study 4 - Identifiability to an ingroup audience: An examination of 
stereotypical language use in relation to feelings of accountability 
towards an ingroup audience 
Introduction 
Studies I to 3 tell us that identifiable communicators describe anonymous 
outgroup targets in more stereotypical terms than do anonymous communicators. 
This, it appears, relates in some way to being identifiable to an ingroup (but not an 
outgroup) audience. Study 4 attempted to uncover the social psychological processes 
underlying this effect. This study is outlined in the present chapter. 
As previously stated, there may be explicit motivation s for communicators to 
act group-normatively and to stereotype the outgroup, when their audience is 
comprised of ingroup members. Firstly, they may feel that the ir ingroup audience is 
supportive and enables them to express views that they may not express in the 
presence of an outgroup audience (e.g., Spears & Lea, 1994). Further, they may 
wish to be positively evaluated by the ingroup, especially if they feel they are on the 
periphery of the group (e.g., Barreto & Ellemers, in press; Noel et aI., 1995). In 
re lation to the present research, one way to achieve positive evaluation by the 
ingroup audience may be to derogate the outgroup (see Noel, et aI., 1995). This is 
possible through the use of stereotypical language to describe the outgroup. 
r 
Therefore, it is possible that communicators describe the outgroup stereotypically 
because in doing so, positive evaluation by the audience may be achieved. 
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However, the strategic dimension of the SIDE model also proposes that there 
is little pressure on anony mous communicators to conform to the norms and 
expectations of the group who constitutes their audience. Anonymity makes people 
'free' to express their own identity without worrying how they will be seen by their 
audience. Spears and Lea (1994) argue however, that this is the case only when the 
audience consists of outgroup members. This follows on from self-categorization 
theory, where the outgroup is assumed to have coercive power under certain 
circumstances but the expression of ingroup identity will always reflect the 
expression of ' true' identity. What the present study also investigates is whether the 
ingroup also has the power to make communicators feel accountable for their 
behaviour. Further, this study investigates whether accountability and simi lar self-
presentational concerns influence behaviour. That is, do exp licit motivations affect 
language use? 
As stated in Chapter 4, it is plausible to assume that strategic motivations can 
influence behaviour of an implicit or unconscious nature, such as language use, 
based on past research. For example, when people are driven by threat to the 
ingroup, they use more abstract language to describe the outgroup (see Maass et ai., 
1996). Also, people with high need-for-closure are affected by this motivation to use 
higher levels of stereotypical language (e.g., Webster et ai., 1997). So, language use 
can be influenced by goals and motivations. Evidence suggesting that strategic, self-
presentational motivations can affect language use would provide further evidence 
that explicit or conscious processes can affect this implicit or unconscious behaviour. 
ISO 
Study 4 was designed to test the idea that strategic self-presentation is 
important to identifiable participants. This study therefore aimed to extend the 
current model of Internet identifiability by uncovering the social psychological 
processes whereby identifiability leads to increased stereotypical language use. If 
ideas derived from research on self-presentation, and also the strategic SIDE with 
relation to outgroup audiences are supported in the case of ingroup audiences, then 
identifiable participants should feel more accountable to their ingroup audience than 
should anonymous participants. This is because their responses are going to be read 
by an important and desirable ingroup (in this case anti-racists). This should lead 
identifiable participants to use more abstract stereotypical language than anonymous 
participants in expressing stereotypical views of the outgroup, thus replicating the 
effect observed in Studies I and 3. In other words, it was predicted that feelings of 
accountability to the audience would mediate the identifiability/language abstraction 
effect. 
In addition to writing their messages, participants in Study 4 were given the 
option to add further points to their descriptions. The rationale was that if 
identifiable participants are more concerned about their personal evaluation, they will 
wish to clarify their position as clearly as possible to their audience, meaning that 
they may add to their original message. 
Finally, additional measures of stereotyping were employed to examine the 
relationship between the use of linguistic strategies of stereotyping and traditional 
measures of stereotyping. The purpose of these measures was to help examine the 
relationship between the LCM, measured before an audience, and explicit measures 
of stereotyping taken in the absence of an audience. 
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Method 
Participants 
A total of 34 undergraduate psychology students from the Australian National 
University participated in this study, again for course credit. There were eight males 
and 26 females, and the mean age of participants was 19.1. 
Design 
The study consisted of a two group (ingroup source: anonymous/identifiable) 
between-subjects design. Tn contrast to the previous studies, outgroup target 
anonymity was not manipulated for reasons outlined in the discussion of Chapter 7. 
The outgroup target was always perceived to be anonymous, having supplied no 
personal information. Again, the primary dependent variable was the level of 
language abstraction as measured by the LCM. 
Procedure 
Phase one of this experiment was exactly as in Studies 2 and 3 except that 
participants were not asked about their familiarity with the Internet-.and e-mail 
because these variables did not vary across conditions. In phase two, however, all 
participants were informed that the white-power group member had chosen to remain 
anonymous and had supplied no personal information. Also, as in Study 3, 
participants were asked to respond to the white-power message and were told that it 
was going to be read only by a mailing list of people who were opposed to white-
power groups. That is , the participants' audience was their ingroup. Again, all 
participants supplied details where asked and all adhered to the instructions. An 
excerpt from a message is presented below: 
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This person is a racist jerk and shouldn't be allowed to say things like this. A 
paranoid-ridden, finger-pointing asshole who hasn't got anything better to do 
than try to mess up the world with his racism and bigotry. 
From this point, Study 4 differed from the previous studies. After 
participants had composed their messages (they were again given 10 minutes to 
complete the task), they were asked to stop and await further instructions. At this 
point, the experimenter went to each cubicle individually and gave each participant a 
printed copy of the response they had just written. When each participant had 
received a copy of their own response they were given the following verbal 
instruct ions: 
Thank you for writing your message. As you know, it will be 
sent to a mailing list consisting of people who oppose white-power, 
racist groups. Before it is sent however, I would like to give you a 
few minutes to add any further points to your message. You may 
have some additional comments to make. I would like you to read 
what you have already written and please make any additions to 
you r message on the blank screen in front of you. However, do not 
type anything until I ask you. Please re-read your messages now . 
IS3 
After one minute had elapsed, participants were then told that they would have a few 
minutes to type their additional comments. If they had no further comments to make 
they were asked to indicate this by typing 'no additional comments' on the screen. 
Participants with additional comments were asked to stop typing after three minutes 
had elapsed. This measure allowed for a comparison of the number of additional 
comments (measured on the number of unigue additional points) made across 
conditions. 
Participants were then asked to return to their places in the main experimental 
room where they were asked to complete a final questionnaire that was not to be seen 
by their audience. The following questions were designed to assess participants' 
accountability and other possible related effects. The measures included a direct 
measure of accountability: 'How personally accountable did you feel for what you 
had written in your response to the message?'. There were also a variety of other 
measures as follows: 
How accurately does your message reflect your own views regarding the 
issue of racism? 
How much did you expect the other people on the mailing list (other people 
who oppose racism) to agree with your views? 
How important is it to you, that the other people on the mailing list (other 
people who oppose racism) agree with your views? 
How important did you view the task of composing a response to be? 
How seriously do you think you performed the task compared to others who 
might perform the same task? 
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Each participant was asked to respond by indicating on a nine point scale (one being 
'not at all' and nine being 'extremely'). The aim of these measures was to attempt to 
explore different aspects of participants' feelings related to the task and how 
identifiability might impact upon them. 
The next series of questions were stereotyping questions, specifically 
designed to assess the con'elation between the strategic use of language to stereotype 
in front of an audience and more traditional measures of stereotyping in the absence 
of audience evaluation. The questions were as follows: 
Focusing now on the person who wrote the racist message, how typical do 
you think this person would be of white-power groups? (i.e., How much do 
you think he/she might be like other white-power group members?). 
To what degree was the white-power group member's message in line with 
your expectations about such groups? 
How positively do you feel about the person who wrote the racist message? 
How much do you think the other people on the mailing list (who are 
opposed to racist groups), would agree with your perceptions about the white-
power group member? 
How much do you think that your knowledge of this white-power group 
member help you to understand white-power groups overall? 
How unique or distinct do you think white-power groups are, from other 
groups in society? 
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How much do you think that the white-power group member's message was a 
'one-off' or atypical statement, as opposed to typical behaviour for that 
person? 
How much do you think the white-power group's message was indicative of 
his/her own personal feelings, and inherent personality characteristics? 
Could you also please rate how much you think the white-power group 
member displayed each of the following traits. 
Was he/she: 
(a) insecure? 
(b) narrow-minded? 
(c) tolerant? 
(d) selfish? 
(e) realistic? 
(f) afraid? 
(g) ex treme? 
The final list of traits were taken from frequently used adjectives to describe the 
target in Studies 1,2 and 3. The scales were from one to nine. Participants were also 
asked 'when you were composing your message, how strongly involved did you feel 
regarding the issue of racism? ', to assess their strength of feeling about the issue they 
were discussing. Participants were also asked again how much they identified with 
people who are opposed to white-power groups and how strongly they were opposed 
to white-power groups (again, on nine point scales). 
In contrast to the previous studies, intergroup differentiation or perceived 
levels of hostility were not examined in this study. As there was no evidence that 
either of these dependent variables mediated the identifiability/language abstraction 
effect, they were eliminated. Again, participants were debriefed and thanked for 
their participation in the research. 
Results 
Language abstraction 
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As expected, there was a significant difference in language abstraction such 
that abstraction was higher in the identifiable condition (M=2.76), than in the 
anonymous condition (M=2.45), 1(32)=2.14, 12<.05 thus replicating the effect 
observed in Study 3. 
Accountability and strength of feeling about the issue 
Identifiable communicators felt more personally accountable (M=7.65) than 
anonymous communicators (M=6.41), 1(32)=2.40, 12<.05 on the item ' how personally 
accountable did you feel for what you had written in your response to the message?' . 
None of the other items differed between the two conditions. 
Anonymous communicators felt more strongly about the racism issue 
(M=7.29) than those who were identifiable CM=6.29), 1(32)=2.51 , 12<.05 according to 
measures on the item 'when you were composing your message, how strongly 
involved did you feel regarding the issue of racism?' . Thus, identifiability increased 
language abstraction and accountability but there was a decrease in participants' 
strength of feeling about the issue. 
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However, it is important to note that neither factor mediated the 
identifiability/language abstraction effect, That is, the differences across conditions 
in accountability and strength of feeling about the issue were not independently 
driving the effect of identifiability on language abstraction. I therefore explored the 
possibility that the effect of identifiability on language abstraction was mediated by 
the interaction of feelings of accountability (high) and strength offeeling about the 
issue (low). The interaction term was constructed by dividing scores on the 
accountability item by scores on the strength of feeling item, which is equivalent to 
multiplying scores on the accountability item by the reciprocal of scores on the 
strength of feeling item. 
There was a significant relationship between identifiability and the proposed 
mediator, 12=0.58, 12<.0 I. There were also significant relationships between 
identifiability and language abstraction, 12=0.35, 12<.05, and between the proposed 
mediator and language abstraction, 12=0.36, 12<.05. When the proposed mediator was 
added to the equation with identifiability the relationship between identifiability and 
language abstraction was ['educed, 12=0.22, 12=.28 Therefore, an interaction between 
accountability and lack of strength of feeling about the issue mediated the 
relationship between identifiability and language abstraction. That is, identifiable 
participants felt less strongly about the issue but more accountable and this pmduced 
more abstract language use. 
Number of additional points made to messages 
In relation to how many additional points participants made after they had 
completed their messages, it was found that twice as many additional points were 
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made in the identifiable condition CM= 1.18 additional points per person, and 20 
additional points overall) than in the anonymous condition (M=0.59 additions per 
person, and 10 additiona l points made overall). However, this mean difference was 
not statistically significant, 1(32)= 1.56, £=.13 by I-test or a range of non-parametric 
tests. 
Explicit stereotyping measures 
None of the responses to the explicit stereotyping questions, taken separately, 
correlated significantly with language abstraction and they did not constitute a 
reliable scale. All correlation coefficients were less than .16. Also, none of the 
responses to the stereotyping items differed across identifiability conditions. 
DisclIssion 
The results revealed a significant difference in language abstraction such that, 
as expected, identifiable communicators used more abstract language than 
anonymous communicators to describe an outgroup target. Overall, identifiable 
communicators felt more accountable about performing the task but less strongly 
about the issue under discussion. A mediational analysis revealed that the interaction 
between these two variables was responsible for variations in language use. That is , 
identifiable communicators who felt accountable but not strongly about the issue, 
used the highest levels of stereotypical language to describe the outgroup. It should 
be noted here that none of the other measures differed across conditions . 
acknowledge that these may have been rather indirect measures. 
159 
These findings are therefore in line with research on self-presentation to an 
ingroup audience (e.g., Barreto & Ellemers, in press ; Noel et aI., 1995). Based on 
the findings of the current research, it is clear that there are self-presentational 
concerns for communicators if they are identifiable to the ingroup. Identifiability 
increases the level of accountability experienced by participants and this is related to 
the expression of stereotypical impressions of the outgroup. Thus, the factor 
responsible for the identifiability/language abstraction effect observed in Studies I 
and 3 may have been isolated. Differential language use appears to be a result of 
explicit, strategic motivations related to the presence of an ingroup audience. 
The results are also consistent with research by Noel et al. (1995), indicating 
that self-presentation motivations are affected by the group membership status of 
participants. There is evidence here to suggest that behaviour of a group-normative 
nature was incl'eased when participants were identifiable to an in group audience and 
they felt accountable but did not feel strongly aligned to the norms of the group. 
Perhaps as in Noel and colleagues' study the participants here felt on the periphery of 
the group and were most concerned about being accepted by the group. 
Further, this research extends the SIDE model in showing the importance of 
mere identifiability to an ingroup audience in the expression of stereotypical views. 
The resu lts also show that identifiability to an ingroup audience affects 
accountability 1Q that audience to express the ingroup view. This is a process thought 
to be reserved for powerful outgroups (see Reicher & Levine, 1994, a,b; Spears & 
Lea, 1994; Turner et al ., 1987). The intriguing question we are left with is : are the 
effects of identifiability on accountability and language abstraction related? It 
appears that they are not directly related, but that they may be related through the 
interaction of accountability and a lack of strength of feeling about the issue. 
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The particular combination of acting in line with group norms without strong 
commitment or pressure to comply needs some attention. This particular 
combination of factors requires some new designation. One way of understanding 
these conditions is to think of them as involving obligation or dutv, reflecting 
accountability without strong commitment or obvious pressure from the group. 
Feeling obligated to act in line with the norms of an ingroup (a) must be 
distinguished from (b) acting in line with those norms because one feels committed 
to the norms (which is not the case here because those acting more in line with group 
nOnllS came to feel strongly about the issue of racism), and (c) acting in line with the 
group norms because one feels compelled to obey the dictates of the group (Turner et 
aI., 1987, argue however that this kind of pressure to comply emerges from a 
powerfuloutgroup). The mediational analyses suggest that the first of these 
possibilities is most likely to be responsible for the identifiability/language 
abstraction effect. People have feelings about the way they should act, not how they 
necessarily want to act or are forced to act, and feelings of accountability increase 
this obligation to the group. They are sensitive to how their audience will evaluate 
them , and act according to their feelings of 'duty' to their audience. 
Therefore, under conditions where obligation was high, identifiable 
communicators used higher levels of stereotypical language to describe the outgroup 
target than did anonymous communicators. Under conditions where obligation was 
low, the use of stereotypical language did not increase. Further, obligation did not 
have an effect on levels of language abstraction used by anonymous communicators 
because in being anonymous these participants generally felt low accountability to 
the ingroup. 
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It is also interesting to note that language abstraction was not related to any of 
the explicit measures of stereotyping taken in this study. This could be viewed in 
one of three ways. Firstly, it might be concluded that the LCM is not a good measure 
of stereotypical language use. However, it may be premature to assume this since 
language abstraction is strongly linked to stereotypical expectations, both 
theoretically and empirically (e.g., Arcuri et aI., 1993; Maass et aI., 1995, 1996; see 
also Wigboldus et aI., in press). Through the use of abstract language, 
communicators are describing outgroup members stereotypically, and in doing so, 
they transmit stereotypes to others. It is impossible to refute this based on the 
present research. Secondly, it is important to note that in Study 4 the participants' 
responses on the explicit stereotyping measures were not seen by the ingroup 
audience. It may have been that the public presentation of the message attenuated 
any correlation between language abstraction and traditional stereotyping measures. 
However, another explanation relates to the findings of Franco and Maass 
( 1996, 1999). This research indicates that the LIB is dissociable from traditional 
ste reotyping measures. Instead, the LIB may be a more subtle way of maintaining 
stereotypes about groups. Perhaps this is the reason why language abstraction was 
unrelated to other measures of stereotyping in the present study. That is, participants 
could attenuate their level of stereotyping on the explicit measures , but could not 
attenuate stereotypical descriptions of the olltgroup in the impl icit LCM measure. 
However, this is not to say that explicit motivations cannot affect language 
use. In this study, there is clear evidence that a motivation of which participants 
were aware (i.e., obligation) influenced their language use for describing the 
outgroup target. The fact that language abstraction was not related to other explicit 
stereotyping measures, and yet was affected by an exp licit motivational process 
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raises a very interesting point. From this study, it appears that while language use is 
not under intentional control, and communicators can attenuate more outward 
indicators of prejudice and stereotypical, language use is nevertheless affected by 
people's motivations. Perhaps they are simply unaware that their extrinsic 
motivations are affecting the way they describe others. This is consistent with the 
findings of Webster et al. (1997) and more will be said regarding this finding shortly. 
However at this point it is useful to briefly overview the studies so far before 
moving on to describe the remaining three studies, their objectives and findings. So, 
what does this research tell us so far? It tells us firstly that the main effects model 
initially proposed cannot account for the effects of identifiability on flaming 
behaviour in CMC. There is no evidence that (a) anonymous targets are described 
more stereotypically than identifiable targets. There lli evidence that (b) identifiable 
sources describe outgroup targets more stereotypically than anonymous sources, but 
only when the targets are anonymous. So, the effects of identifiability on 
stereotypical language use in CMC are not as simple as initially predicted. A revised 
model needs to be developed on the basis of the facts we know from my research 
outlined up to this point. I have found the following: 
I. That hostile flaming communication on the Internet contains higher levels 
of stereotypical language than normal , everyday communication between 
groups on the Internet. 
2. Identifiability impacts upon language use in the form of an interaction 
between source and target identifiability such that when outgroup targets 
are anonymous, communicators use higher levels of stereotypical 
language to describe targets when they themselves are identifiable, rather 
r 
than when they are anonymous. I have cal led this the 
identifiability/language abstraction effect. 
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3. This effect occurs with an ingroup aud ience but not an outgroup audience. 
4. Identifi ability to an ingroup audience also impacts upon feelings of 
accountability and strength of feeling about the issue. That is, there are 
multiple effects of identifiability on outcomes (language abstraction) and 
motivations (accountability, strength of fceling) in this communicat ive 
context. 
5. The identifiability/language abstraction effect has been found to be 
medialed by an interact ion between accoulllabi lity and a lack of strength 
of fee ling about the issue under discussion. That is, the 
identifiability/language abstraction effect appears to be driven by 
obl igation felt by the commun icators, to adhere to ingroup norms. 
6. The implicit expression of views about the outgroup can be affected by 
strategic, explicit motivations. 
So the research to this point indicates that identifiable communicators behave 
stratcgicall y in describing anonymous outgroup targets more stereotypically than do 
anonymous communicators. This may be due to obligation to the ingroup to express 
views more strongly than they normally might because they are obligated to express 
the views th at are appropriate for their ingroup audience. This path is prcsented in 
Figure 8.1 . 
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Identifiabilil y 10 
ingrollp audience 
~ 
increase in feelings 
or ob li gatio n 
(accolllllabilily 
without strength of 
reeling) 
~ 
increase in group-
normati ve language 
use to descri be 
anonymous ou tgroup 
target 
Figure 8.1. A revised model of the effects of Internet identifiability on 
communicative behaviour. 
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The research e liminates the possibility of a main effects model relating to the 
effects of identifiability on stereotypical lan guage, and in stead suggests that 
identifiability encourages strategic behaviour in the presence of an ingroup aud ience. 
However, Sigall and Mills (1998) note that using Baron and Kenny's ( 1986) 
mediational analyses recommendations cannot rul e out the possibility that another 
correlated variable is responsible for the effects of the independent variab le on the 
dependent va riable . Sigall and Mills suggest that the best way to e liminate any 
ambiguity is to manipulate the proposed medi ato r in an additional experiment. Thus, 
Study 5 was conducted to manipulate strength of feeling about the issue in order to 
repl icate the effect of obi igation on stereotypical language. 
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Chapter 9 
Study 5 - Strength of feeling about opposing racism and its effects on 
stereotypical language use 
Introduction 
Study 5 manipulated participants' levels of strength of feeling about the issue 
of racism in order to replicate the mediational effect of obligation 
(accountability/strength offeeling) on stereotypical language, as observed in Study 4. 
As stated earlier, the best way to eliminate any ambiguity regarding the validity of 
the mediator is to manipulate it directly (Sigall & Mills , 1998). Since accountability 
is known to be directly manipulated by identifiability, it was most important to 
manipulate strength of feeling to opposing racism directly. This was done by 
varying levels of commitment. The rationale was that manipulating commitment to 
opposing racism was the most direct way to make participants feel strongly about the 
issue. 
It was predicted that under conditions of high commitment, there should be 
no differences in levels of stereotypical language use between anonymous and 
identifiable communicators. Under conditions where all communicators are equall y 
and highly committed to an issue, there is less reason to behave strategically towards 
their ingroup audience. 
On the other hand, under conditions of low commitment, identifiable 
communicators will have a strategic motivation to describe the outgroup 
stereotypically in the presence of an ingroup audience. Their accountability brought 
166 
about by identifiability, teamed with low commitment should increase their feelings 
of obligation to the ingroup, and this should increase their propensity to describe the 
outgroup stereotypically because it is normative and desirable for them to do so. 
Participants who are anonymous should not be motivated by obligation to the 
ingroup because they are not accountable to them. 
So, Study S attempts to replicate the mediation of the identifiability/language 
abstraction effect by obligation to the ingroup as observed in Study 4. Commitment 
to the issue was manipulated by issuing high commitment participants with a 
questionnaire designed to engage them to think about issues of opposing racism in 
society. Participants whose commitment was not manipulated were not given this 
questionnaire. After completing the questionnaire, false feedback was given to 
participants in this condition and they were informed that they were high in 
commitment to opposing racism in society. It was predicted that there would be an 
interaction between identifiability and commitment such that higher levels of 
language abstraction would occur under conditions of low commitment and 
identifiability than under any other conditions. 
Method 
Participants 
A total of 43 undergraduate psychology students from the Australian National 
University participated in this study in exchange for course credit. There were 18 
males and 2S females. The mean age of participants was 22.7. One participant was 
, 
excluded from the analysis (from an original total of 44 participants) for indicating 
that they were not opposed to white-power groups. 
Design 
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The study consisted of a 2 (ingroup source: anonymous/identifiable) x 2 
(comm itment: control/high) between-subjects design. Again, the primary dependent 
variable was language abstraction measured using the LCM. 
Procedure 
Participants were tested in groups of two to four. In phase one of this 
experiment, participants were informed that they would be reading a message that 
had been placed on the Internet by a member of a white-power group. Exactly as in 
Studies 2, 3 and 4, participants were informed that white-power group members 
wrote many such messages, and that there were also groups opposed to white-power 
views on white superiority. After reading this information, participants were asked 
to wait for further instructions (control condition) or told that they were to next 
complete a questionnaire (high commitment condition). 
In phase two, participants in the high commitment condition completed a 
questionnaire. The questionnaire contained a series of questions related to the issue 
of opposing racism in society. Examples of questions were: 'If you were walking 
past a peaceful "stop racism" rally on campus, how likely would you be to stop and 
listen?' and 'How likely would you be to object to racist material being circulated on 
campus? ' . Each question contained a scale from one to nine, where one indicated a 
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response of 'very unlikely' and nine a response of 'very likely '. There were 13 
questions overall, and each question was designed to engage participants in thinking 
about their levels of commitment to the issue of opposing racism. 
After all participants had completed the questionnaire, the experimenter 
collected them and gave participants a filler (sentence completion) task. Whilst 
participants were completing this task, they were led to believe that the experimenter 
was coding their questionnaire responses and preparing feedback related to their 
levels of commitment to opposing racism. After 10 minutes had e lapsed, the 
experimenter went around to collect the responses to the filler task , and to give 
participants their feedback. 
The feedback sheet briefly described that they had just completed a 
'commitment to opposing racism ' scale (CORS), which assesses students' levels of 
commitment to the issue of opposing racism in society. All participants were 
informed that their standardised score out of ten was 7.5. Further, the score of 7.5 
was marked with an 'X' on a 10 point scale, indicating scores of 0-3 to reflect LOW 
levels of commitment, 3.1-7.0 to be MODERATE, and SCO['es from 7.1-10 to reflect 
HIGH commitment to the issue. Therefore, all participants in this condition were 
given feedback to suggest that they were HIGH in commitment to opposing racism. 
Finally, all participants were explicitly informed that their score put them in the 
category of being HIGH in commitment to opposing racism. Note that the score, the 
indicator on the commitment scale and the statement about the participants' levels of 
commitment were always hand-written in blue ink to indicate that their feedback was 
indeed personal. Participants in the control commitment condition did not complete 
any of the activities in phase two. The feedback given to participants in the high 
commitment condition is presented in Figure 9.1. 
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Feedback 
The questionnaire you completed earlier is an extract from the Commitment to 
Opposing Racism Scale (CORS), that has been designed to assess students' 
levels of commitment to the issue of racism in our society. 
YOUR responses to the CORS have been scored and your "commitment to 
opposing racism" level (a standardized score out of I 0) is: __ . 
This is where your commitment to opposing racism score fits on the scale: 
--------------------
o 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1- -- --- --low --- ---- ---- -- --1- ------------m odera te--------------I- ---------- h i g h ------------1 
0.0-3.0 3.1 -7.0 7.1 - 10.0 
As you can see, your response puts you in the category of being _____ _ 
In commitment to opposing racism. 
Figure 9.1. Commitment feedback in high commitment condition. 
In phase three, all participants, were asked to complete some questions. They 
were asked to indicate which group they felt they belonged to (either opposed or not 
opposed to white-power groups), by circling the appropriate number. Participants 
were also asked how much they identified with the group of their choice, and how 
opposed they were to white-power, extremist groups. Both of these items were on a 
nine point scale from I ' not at all ' to 9 'extremely'. In addition to these pre-test 
salience measures, participants were also asked to indicate how likely it would be for 
them to speak out or do something to oppose rac ism. This question was on a nine 
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point scale from 1 'not at all' to 9 'extremely likely' and was designed to provide a 
preliminary test that the manipulation of commitment was effective. After 
completing these items, participants were then asked to await further instructions. 
In phase four participants were informed again that the message they were to 
read had been written by a member of a white-power group. As in Study 4 , they 
were also informed that this person had chosen to be anonymous and had not 
supplied any personal details. Participants were infonned that they would be writing 
a response to the message they were about to read, and that their responses would 
only be sent to a mailing list of people who have indicated that they are opposed to 
white-power groups. That is, the participants' audience was again their own ingroup. 
As in previous studies, identifiable participants were asked to enter their full name 
(first and last names) and their country of residence. Anonymous participants were 
asked to type ' anonymous' at the top of the message. 
Participants were then asked to read the white-power message and await 
further instructions. After all participants had read the message, they were given 
further instructions to comment on the behaviour and opinions of the white-power 
group member. They were informed that they would have 10 minutes to complete 
this task. All participants began the task at the same time. They were timed and 
asked to cease typing after 10 minutes. An excerpt from a message is given below: 
I must say I was dismayed, though not surprised to read this post. I must say 
that the writer struck me as something of a child! Incapable of grapsing the 
world in its true fonn , and so runs off to find simply things to hide in. A 
moronic creature of fear and he disgusts me. 
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After completing this task, participants were asked to complete a final 
questionnaire. In this questionnaire, participants were asked questions related to 
their feelings of commitment, feelings of accountability, and their explicit 
motivations whilst completing the task. The following questions were asked to 
assess how committed to the issue of opposing racism the participants felt when they 
were completing the task. Each participant was asked to respond by indicating on a 
nine point scale (one being 'not at all' and nine being 'extremely important'). Four 
such questions were asked. These were as follows: 
When you were composing your message, how strongly committed did you 
feel to opposing racism? 
How important is it to oppose racism? 
How important is it to express anti-racist views? 
How important is the issue of opposing racism to you personally? 
The next question was designed to assess participants' feelings of 
accountability to the ingroup for what they had written. Again, a nine point scale 
was used. The question read as follows: 
How personally accountable did you feel for what you had written in your 
response to the message? 
Then , three questions were asked pertaining to participants ' beliefs about their 
motivations for their responses. These three questions were designed to assess 
participants' levels of commitment (i .e., whether their message reflected their own 
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views), obligation (i.e. , whether their message reflected what they thought was right) 
and compliance (i.e., whether their message reflected what they thought their 
audience wanted to read) respectively. In measuring these three variables separately, 
it was possible to examine how identifiability impacts upon these processes, which 
are proposed here to be unique, separate processes. These questions asked: 
How well does each of the following describe your response to the white-
power message? 
a) My response to the message reflected my own beliefs on the issue. 
b) My response to the message reflected what I thought was the right 
thing to say, rather than what 1 wanted to say. 
c) My response to the message reflected what I thought the people 
reading the message would like to read. 
Finally, participants were also asked again how much they identified with 
people who are opposed to white-power groups and how strongly they were opposed 
to white-power groups. They were then debriefed and thanked for their participation 
in the research. 
Results 
Manipulation check 
Participants in the high commitment condition felt more committed to the 
issue of opposing racism (M=8.09) than those in the control condition (M=7.29) 
I 
according to the item: 'when you were composing your message, how strongly 
committed did you feel to opposing racism?'. However, this failed to reach 
significance 1(41)= 1.96, £=.06. Also, results on the pre-test and other post-test 
manipulation checks did not yield significant differences across the high 
commitment and control conditions. Therefore, the manipulation of commitment 
was at best only marginally effective in producing higher levels of commitment. 
Language abstraction 
As hypothesised, there was a significant difference in language abstraction 
such than abstraction was higher in the identifiable condition (M=2.73), than in the 
anonymous condition (M=2.41), 1(41 )=2.34, £<.OS, thus replicating the effect 
observed in Studies I, 3 and 4. 
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However, there was no difference in language abstraction between high 
committed participants (M=2.60) and control participants (M=2.S3), 1(41 )=.S2, ns. 
Further, the predicted interaction between identifiability and commitment was not 
significant, E( I ,42)<1,!:i.2. So, although it is difficult to draw conclusions regarding 
the effects of commitment on language abstraction due to the ineffective 
manipulation, it is unlikely that commitment was having any effect on the dependent 
variable. 
Obligation, accountability, commitment and compliance 
Contrary to Study 4, obligation did not mediate the identifiability/language 
abstraction effect. The correlation between the interaction term (as created in Study 
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4) and language abstraction was not significant, [(42)=.02,~. However, it is likely 
that the manipulation of commitment affected responses on the accountability and 
commitment measures in thi s study. In contrast to Study 4 , there was no variati on 
across identifiability cond itions on either of these two variables. It is also imponant 
to note that there was no variation across conditions in any other accountabil ity or 
comm itment variab les, and these were not significantl y corre lated with the dependent 
variab le. 
However, there was a significant negati ve correlation between responses to 
the item: 'M y response to the message reflected what I thought the people reading 
the message would like to read ' and language abst raction, [(42)=-.40, 12<.01. Th at is, 
the reverse of compliance was related to increased lan guage abstraction. Thi s 
va riabl e was ente red as a possible mediator. Thel·e was a signi ficant re lation ship 
between identi fiab ility and the prospect ive mediator, li=-0.40, 12<.0 1. There were 
also s ignificant re lationships between identifiability and language abstraction , 
li=0.34, 12<.05, and between the prospective mediator and language abst raction. li=-
0.48 , 12<.0 I . When the prospective medi ato r was added to the equation with 
identifiability, the re lationship between identifi ab ility and language abstraction was 
reduced, li=0.18 , ~. Therefore, a reversed comp liance effect mediated the 
relationship between ident ifiabil ity and language abstraction . That is, 
communicators who den ied that their messages reflected what others would like to 
read, used higher levels of stereotypical language than those who did not deny 
compliance, and this mediated the effect of identifiability on language abstraction. 
Discussion 
The results of Study 5 revealed a significant difference in language 
abstraction between anonymous and identifiable communicators such that, as 
hypothesised, identifiable communicators used more abstract language than 
anonymous communicators to describe the outgroup target. Again, the 
identifiability/language abstraction effect observed in Studies 1,3 and 4 was 
replicated. 
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However, this effect was not driven by variations in levels of commitment to 
oppos ing racism as was origin ally expected. Moreover, the study did not replicate 
the mediation of the identifiability/language abstraction effect by obligation, which 
was the objective of this study. This study therefore casts doubt on the validity of 
obligation as a mediator for the identifiability/language abstraction effect. It a lso 
casts doubts of the revised model of the effects of Internet identifiability on 
communicative behaviour. 
Instead, a rejection of compliance was found to mediate Ihe 
identifiability/language abstraction effect in Ihe present study. Communicators who 
denied that they were simply complying with ingroup norms in their descriptions of 
the outgroup used higher levels of stereotypical language to describe the target, and 
this mediated the effect of identifiability on stereotypical language use. Therefore, 
this study uncovered another mechanism by which the identifiability/language 
abstraction effect occurs. 
Thus, under similar conditions in two separate experimental studies, the same 
identifiability/language abstraction effect has been found. However, there appears to 
be no single social psychological process underlying the identifiability/language 
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abstraction effect. At this stage, there appear to be two processes involved in driving 
the relationship between identifiability and heightened stereotypical language use. 
On the one hand, identifiable communicators seem to be strategically motivated to 
describe the outgroup stereotypically because they feel obligated to do so. On the 
other hand, however, identifiable participants use abstract language when they deny 
compliance as a reason for expressing themselves in that way. 
So, what do these two processes have in common, and how is it possible to 
reconcile the fact that they are both capable of med iating differences in stereotypical 
language use? The linking factor between these two mediators may be related to 
general sensitivity to the communicative context and the consequences of being 
identifiable to an ingroup audience. That is , obligation and rejec tion of compliance 
(or autonomy) may be different examples of sensitivity to being identifiable to an 
ingroup audience. Through being identifiable to an audience of valued ingroup 
members, communicators may perhaps become more explicitly aware of their own 
motivations for expressing their views to their audience. They may become 
explicitly aware of the consequences of expressing the ' right' and 'wrong' views for 
that audience and this general awareness could be responsible for the differences in 
stereotypical language observed in the previous studies. For example, research on 
ostracism (e.g., Choi & Williams, 1999; Williams & Sommer, 1999) suggests that 
group members are more likely to adhere to group norms if they are ostracised by 
other members of the group. Perhaps therefore communicators who are identifiable 
to an ingroup audience use more stereotypical language to describe the outgroup 
because they are sensitive to the severe (like ostracism and rejection) or more subtle 
effects of being identifiable to an ingroup audience. This idea is explored in more 
detail in Chapter 10. 
Chapter 10 
Studies 6 and 7 - Studies of sensitivity to communicative context 
with an ingroup audience 
Introduction 
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In previous chapters, it has been observed that being identifiable to an 
ingroup audience increases communicators' use of stereotypical language to describe 
anonymous outgroup targets. In Study 4, obligation to the ingroup audience 
appeared to be driving this effect. Identifiable participants felt obligated to act 
according to the norms of the ingroup, and in doing so they described the outgroup 
more stereotypically than did anonymous participants. 
However, in Study 5 a different pattern emerged such that a reversed 
compliance or effect of autonomy mediated the identifiability/language abstraction 
effect. No evidence for obligation was present in Study 5, yet the 
identifiability/language abstraction effect was [·eplicated and a different social 
psychological phenomenon seemed to be respons ible for its existence. This chapter 
explores the possibility that more general processes related to explicit sensitivity to 
the ingroup audience and communicative context are factors involved in producing 
the identifiability/language abstraction effect and that under diffe rent circumstances, 
they will emerge separately as mediators of the effect. 
However, having said this, it again must be noted that language abstraction is 
not necessarily a process that is under intentional control (see Franco & Maass, 1996, 
1999). The use of abstract language is not related to more explicit measures of 
178 
stereotyping and prejudice that are under conscious control. However, other studies 
have shown that even though stereotypical language use is not under volitional 
control, that it nevertheless is affected by people's goals and motivations in a 
situation, such as motivations to overcome threat from an outgroup (e.g., Maass et 
aI., 1996), and need for closure (e.g., Webster et aI. , 1997). Kunda (1990) also 
argues that people 's motivations can affect reasoning by influencing the strategies 
people use to access, construct and organise beliefs. Tn other words, external 
motivations drive the strategy used to ol·ganise beliefs and attitudes. Kunda argues 
that this leads to a greater likelihood of cognitively searching fOI· ' hypothesis-
consistent' rather than inconsistent evidence. The above literature suggests that 
although language abstraction is a process unlikely to be under volitional control, it 
is nevertheless plausible to assume that language use can be affected, although 
indirectly, by other motivations. In other words , sensitivity to the consequences of 
communicating with an ingroup audience can subtly affect the way people access 
and express information about outgroup members. The results of Studies 4 and 5 
here also suggest that language use can be indirectly affected by explicit motivational 
processes related to communicative sensitivity. 
Thus, language abstraction is itself a subtle concept and the way in which 
identifiability impacts upon it may also be subtle. Identifiability may not make 
people aware of issues such as surveillance, sanctions, resistance and conflict, but 
instead alert them to less obtrusive or confronting features of the communicative 
context. 
For example, being identifiable creates the possibility of maintaining ongoing 
communication (as also do pseudonyms or nicknames on the Internet) . For practical 
I·easons, a communication between genuinely anonymous persons will rarely be an 
ongoing dialogue or series of conversations. It must be closed and whatever is left 
unsaid must remain unsaid. Identifiable communicators, however, are open to 
further queries, potentially at least they can be asked to explain or amplify their 
views or to present them to a wider audience. 
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Such an ongoing interaction need not involve fear of punishment (as the 
identifiable participants in Study 5 strongly expressed) but it would be strange if the 
consequences of identifiability for the features of the communicative context (such as 
its ongoing nature) had no effect on language use. This might be the sort of subtle 
effect that is being observed here. 
Studies 6 and 7 were therefore designed to test the idea that identifiability 
increases explicit sensitivity to the consequences of communicating with an ingroup 
audience and that factors related to this sensitivity are responsible for the 
identifiability/language abstraction effect. In Study 6, participants were asked to 
respond to the same white-power message as in previous studies. However, before 
doing so they were asked to respond to a series of questions designed to examine 
their explicit sensitivity to communicating with an ingroup audience. This change 
from previous studies is justified as follows. Tn Studies 4 and 5, explicit motivations 
were measured aftel' participants had composed their responses to the white-power 
group member's Internet message. As such, participants were in a position to 
explicitly reflect upon their motivations rather than comment on their motivations at 
the time they completed the task. This raised the question of whether or not the 
salient motivations were actually responsible for changes in language use. To test 
true mediation (that is, identifiability affects explicit motivation, which affects 
language abstraction), it was desirable to measure communicators' motivations after 
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they were informed that they were going to be anonymous or identifiable, but before 
they had completed the task. 
Also, the study was a non-CMC questionnaire experiment. Therefore, in 
addition to its primary goal, this study also attempted to replicate the 
identifiability/language abstraction effect in a non-CMC environment. Study 7 was 
similar to Study 6, but instead of responding to the white-power message, 
participants responded to a supposed staff member's message concerning students' 
attitudes to work and leisure. 
Study 6: Method 
Participants 
A tota l of 65 undergraduate students from the Department of Botany and 
Zoology at the Australian National University participated voluntarily in the study. 
There were 40 females and 25 males, and the mean age of participants was 20.75. 
There were 34 anonymous and 31 identi fiab le participants. One participant was 
omitted from the analysis because he or she did not express disagreement with the 
white-power group member 's message. 
Design 
The study consisted of a 2 group (ingroup source: anonymouslidentifiabl e) 
between-subjects design. The primary dependent val'iable was language abstraction 
as in previous studies . 
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Procedure 
Questionnaire materials consisted of a cover page, questionnaire and a 
separate blank page with spaces for 'name' and 'course' and lines on which to write 
a response to the white-power group member' s message. The entire study was 
conducted at the end of an introductory cell biology lecture in a large lecture theatre. 
Participants were separated from each other around the lecture theatre and completed 
the questionnaire quietly. They were each offered a small sweet whilst completing 
the questionnaire. 
The cover page informed participants that the experimenter was in the 
process of setting up a database of responses to an Internet message that had been 
posted by a member of a white-power group. Participants wel'e informed that their 
response to the message would be added to the database, and that the database would 
be available to people who are opposed to white-power groups. The cover page 
further informed participants that the experimenter was also interested in the 
psychological processes involved in the expression of opinions, and that they would 
be completing an anonymous questionnaire examining these processes. They were 
informed that the questionnaire and their response to the message were to be handed 
in SEPARATELY. They were also informed that their responses to the 
questionnaire would not be linked to their message, or to them personally. Only the 
experimenter was to read the questionnaire. They were informed that the study 
would take approximately 10 minutes to complete. If they wished to participate, they 
were to turn over the page and begin. 
As in Studies 2, 3, 4 and 5, participants were informed that members of 
white-power groups believed that the white race was superior to other races but that 
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people opposed to wh ite power groups were opposed to such views regarding white 
t superiority. Participants were then asked to indicate which group they felt they 
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belonged to (either opposed or not opposed to white-power groups), by circling the 
appropriate number. Participants were also asked how much they identified with the 
group of their choice, on a nine point scale from one 'not at all ' to nine 'extremely'. 
They were also asked how opposed they were to white-power groups on the same 
nine point scale. Participants were asked to turn the page and continue and if they 
had any questions, to raise their hand and consult the experimenter. 
As in Studies 4 and 5, participants were infornled on the next page of the 
questionnaire that the author of the message had chosen to be anonymous by not 
attaching any personal details to his or her message. To strengthen this statement, 
participants were also informed: 
That is, the group member has chosen specifically not to supply any personal 
details and what he/she said CANNOT BE LINKED TO HlM/HER 
PERSONALL Y. 
Participants were then asked to read the white-power message and continue 
the study by turning the page after they had finished reading. In this study, the 
white-power message was shortened from the version used in Studies 2, 3, 4 and 5. 
This is because the study was conducted at the end of a lecture and time was 
restricted. However, the overall essence of the message was not changed, nor was 
the strength of the views expressed. The abridged version of the questionnaire is 
contained in the questionnaire materials for Study 6 in Appendix II . 
On the next page, participants were informed that they would be writing a 
response to the message and that their response would be placed all a database that 
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would be available to people who are opposed to white-power groups. They were 
informed that no member of a white-power groups would be able to read their 
responses. At this point, identifiable participants were told that they were going to 
be identifiable in completing the task. They were asked to write their full name and 
course (e.g., PSYCAO I), instead of name and country of residence, on the response 
sheet attached to the questionnaire. This change from previous studies was made 
because it is more believable that students in a lecture could be personally identified 
by name and course rather than name and country, which would seem somewhat 
altificial in a non-CMC situation. Anonymous participants were not asked to supply 
any personal details. They were simply asked to write 'anonymous' in both the 
'name' and 'course' spaces on the response sheet. At this point, participants were 
also asked to detach the response sheet so that it would be separate from the 
questionnaire to assure that their responses to the questionnaire items were 
anonymous. Tn order to strengthen the manipulation of identifiability, participants 
were further informed: 
Remember that because you provide your details, your response CAN be 
LINKED TO YOU PERSONALLY by other people who are opposed to 
white-power groups. You are IDENTIFIABLE to these people. 
Participants in the anonymous condition were informed: 
Remember that because you provide no details, your response CANNOT be 
LINKED TO YOU PERSONALLY by other people who are opposed to 
white-power groups. You are ANONYMOUS to these people. 
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This aim to strengthen the identifiability manipulation was attempted because in a 
pilot study (unreported here), a weaker manipulation of identifiability was 
ineffective. Finally, participants were told that their responses to the questionnaire 
items in the study would be anonymous and would not be linked to their response to 
the message. 
At this stage, the procedure of Study 6 departed from that of previous studies. 
Rather than writing their responses to the white-power group message at this stage, 
participants were first asked to think about what they would like to say about the 
white-power group member's message. They were asked to consider how they 
would describe his or her views. They were also asked consider if they agreed with 
what he or she said. Participants were asked to spend a couple of minutes thinking 
about what they would say in their response, but that before they actually wrote their 
responses, the experimenter would like them to answer some questions. The 
instructions informed participants that when they had had time to think about what 
they would say, to turn over the page and complete the questions. 
Participants firstly completed a manipulation check for identifiability as 
follows: 'Do you think that your response will be able to be linked to you personally 
by viewers of the database who are opposed to white-power groups?'. They were 
asked to respond on the scale of one ' not at all' to five 'somewhat' to nine 'very 
much'. After this, 12 questions followed, each relating to aspects of sensitivity of 
participants to presenting their views to the ingroup audience. These questions were 
all answered on a nine point scale from one 'not at all' to five 'somewhat' to nine 
'very much ' and are as follows: 
How comfortable are you that others will be reading your response? 
How strongly will you express your views about the white-power group 
member to your audience? 
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Do you feel accountable to the audience who will be reading your message? 
Are you thinking about how your audience will perceive your response? 
How much are you concerned about making a positive impression on your 
audience? 
Do you think that writing this message will enable you to show that Y.QQ are 
someone who is opposed to white-power groups? 
How answerable do you feel for the response you are about to write? 
Do you feel accountable for the views YOll will express? 
How much will you say to your audience about your views on white-power 
groups? 
How important is it to take your audience into account when considering how 
strongly you will express your opinions? 
How important is it to express a clear response for the benefit of other people 
in your group? 
I-low seriollsly will you take the task of writing a response? 
The next page informed participants that it was time to write their response. 
They were again asked to think carefully about what they want to say to their 
audience about the white-power group member ' s message. They were asked to 
concentrate specifically on the behaviours and opinions of the white-power group 
member and to spend 5 minutes on their response. As in previous studies, 
participants were asked to place any quotations from the message in quotation marks. 
They were asked to turn to the response sheet and make sure that their name and 
course (or 'anonymous' ) was written on the top of the response sheet. After 
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completion of the task, participants were debriefed and thanked for their 
participation. An excerpt from a typical message is presented below: 
The ignorance of this pathetic and unempowered youth is truly a sorry state 
of affairs. Not only are his facts incorrect but his arguments are weak and 
unconvincing! White-power is a dated and illfounded movement which is 
holding back the general progression of humanity. This person makes me 
sick and makes me want to paint my skin purple l 
Results 
Manipulation check 
The manipulation check for identifiability ('do you think that your response 
can be linked to you personally by viewers of the database who are opposed to white-
power groups?') was successful. Identifiable participants believed that their 
responses could be linked to them personally by the audience more (M=5.81) than 
did anonymous participants (M= 1.85),1(63)=7.36, £<.00 I. 
Language abstraction 
The identifiability/language abstraction effect was statistically significant, 
1(63)=2.02, £<.05 . Mean language abstraction measured by the LCM was again 
higher for identifiable (M=2.58) than for anonymous (M=2.02) participants. It is 
worth noting that these values are lower than those obtained in previous studies 
reported in this volume. 
Sensitivity to audience 
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Identifiable participants felt more accountable (M=4.48) than anonymous 
participants (M=3.18), 1(63)=2.23, ]2<.05 according to the item: 'do you feel 
accoulltable to the audience who will be reading your message?'. Identifiable 
participants also believed that writing their message would enable them to show that 
they are someone who is opposed to white power groups more (M=6.42) than did 
anonymous participants (M=5.32), 1(63)=2.04, ]2<.05. Identifiability did not affect 
any other sensitivity variables. 
Mediation of language abstraction 
Feelings of accountability and the perceived ability of the message to 'show' 
ingroup identity were tested as mediators of the significant relationship between 
identifiability and language abstraction. 
For accountability , the relationship between identifiability and accountability 
was significant, ]2=0.249, £<.05, taking accountability into account, the relationship 
between identifiability and language abstraction was not significant, ]2=0.211, ns , 
however, the relationship between accountability and language abstraction was not 
significant, ]2=0.135,!!..§.. This does not satisfy the requirements for mediation. 
The relationship between identifiability and ability to show ingroup identity 
was significant, ]2=0.249 , £<.05 , the relationship between identifiability and language 
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abstraction taking ability to show identity into account failed to reach significance, 
but the relationship between perceived ability to show ingroup identity and language 
abstraction was not significant, ]3.=0.193, D..§.. This does not satisfy the requirements 
for mediation. So, neither of the two sensitivity variables affected by identifiability 
mediated the identifiability/language abstraction effect. 
Discussion 
In this study, the identifiability/language abstraction effect was observed 
again. Again, identifiable participants used higher levels of stereotypical language to 
describe the outgroup than did anonymous participants. Further, the 
identifiability/language abstraction effect was replicated in another setting. In this 
study, participants completed the message-writing task without computer mediation 
and instead wrote their responses in a similar way to writing a letter. Thus, the 
identifiability/language abstraction effect is not unique to CMC, and this finding 
sheds more doubt on the idea that CMC is somehow different to other modes of 
communication. This study shows that the effect of identifiability on stereotypical 
language use is constant across asynchronous CMC environments (in both archival 
and experimental studies) and also in this non-CMC study. 
The prediction that sensitivity to the communicative conlext would be 
affected by identifiability was also partially supported by this study. Identifiable 
participants felt more accountable to their audience than did anonymous participants. 
Further, identifiable participants believed that writing their message would enable 
them to show that they are opposed to white-power groups more than did anonymous 
participants. Both of these variables reflect sensitivity to the consequences of 
communicating with their ingroup audience. 
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However, contrary to predictions, neither of these sensitivity variables 
mediated the identifiability/language abstraction effect. Each variable was affected 
by identifiability, but neither was related to stereotypical language use. That is, 
differential language use was not related to communicators' explicit concerns about 
expressing themselves to their ingroup audience, and so language abstraction was not 
influenced by communicators' explicit sensitivity to the communicative context. 
Instead, language abstraction was affected by identifiability independently of other 
conscious factors which were also affected by identifiability. This finding is 
consistent with research showing that language abstraction is not under intentional 
control (Franco & Maass, 1996). 
Study 6 therefore suggests that the identifiability/language abstraction effect 
is unrelated to factors under intentional control. This contradicts Studies 4 and 5 
where obligation and autonomy were mediators of the identifiability/language 
abstraction effect. Both of these factors are arguably explicit motivations to express 
stereotypical views about the outgroup to the audience and do affect the expression 
of views about the outgroup. It is likely that the relationships previously shown are 
actually quite weak. The identifiability/language abstraction effect can be driven by 
explicit motivational concerns (see Maass et aI. , 1996; Webster, 1997), but this will 
not always be the case. However, another possibility is that the 
identifiability/language abstraction effect is driven by implicit, rather than explicit 
processes. This was furth er investigated in Study 7. 
In Study 7, participants were asked to complete a similar task to that of Study 
6 in the form of a questionnaire, but this study investigated responses to a different 
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issue. On this occasion, student participants were asked to respond to a message that 
had supposedly been written by a member of the academic staff at an Australian 
university, ['elated to students' opinions about work and leisure. The remainder of 
the task was the same as Study 6. By varying the issue, it was (a) possible to 
replicate the effect in yet another setting where groups are perhaps more 'real' or 
directly relevant to student participants completing the experiment. Indeed, the issue 
of students' attitudes to work and leisure was also investigated by Reicher and 
Levine (1994b), making the study directly comparable to other SIDE research. It 
was also possible to (b) examine the issue of mediation of the identifiability/language 
abstraction effect further to establish with more clarity whether the effect is driven by 
explicit or implicit processes. 
Study 7: Method 
Participants 
A total of 64 undergraduate psychology students at the Australian National 
University participated voluntarily in the study during scheduled laboratory classes. 
Of these, 33 were anonymous and 31 were identifiable. Two participants were 
omitted from the analysis because they did not discuss the designated issue in their 
messages. 
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Design 
The study consisted of a 2 group (ingroup source: anonymous/identifiable) 
between-subjects design. The pl'imary dependent variable was the level of language 
abst raction as measured using the LCM. 
Procedure 
As in Study 6, the questionnaire materials consisted of a cover page, 
questionnaire and a separate blank response sheet. Each participant was offered a 
small sweet whilst completing the questionnaire. 
The cover page explained that the experimenter was interested in how 
different groups of people think and feel about the issues of work and leisure. It was 
further explained that the experimenter was interested in the differences between 
academic staff and students regarding these issues. Participants were informed that 
they would be asked to read a memo written by a member of the academic staff at an 
Australian university and that most academic staff share the conservative, work-
focused views expressed in the message. This is in contrast to students, who were 
explained to be more liberal and carefree, and who disagree with most academics on 
issues related to work and leisure. After reading this, participants were asked to turn 
the page and continue. 
Participants were then asked to read the anonymous message. The message 
itself expressed concern about the lazy nature of students at university. Statements 
taken from Reicher and Levine's study of PE student attitudes to work and leisure 
(1994b) were utilized to construct the message. The message mentioned issues such 
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as missing lectures and tutorials, plagiarism and students' drinking and partying. 
The message was strongly worded such that the opinions expressed would constitute 
outgroup opinions for most undergraduate students. The message is presented in 
Figure 10.1. After reading the message, participants were asked to turn the page. 
TO: 
FROM: 
RE: 
MESSAGE: 
All staff 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
Students' atti tudes and behaviours. 
Tn my view, there are a number or problems concerning students' attiLUdes and behaviours that we 
must add ress. 
It seems to me tha t undergraduate students arc happy to miss lectures and tutorials if they think they 
can get away with it. Further, students will generall y copy from others ' work if they think they won't 
be caugh t. They seem to aim to get through thei r studies with the min imum effort possible. 
Students don't realise that the only way to gain satisfaction from a course is to explore the subject 
ful ly. In doing so. they will get as much as possible out of the course. If they work hard, they will do 
as well as they possibly can, and only by a complete attendance record will this be ach ieved. Fu ll 
attenda nce of the elements will allow students to gain the most from the course. 
Student partying is a major impediment to good attendance of lectures and tutori als and is a general 
impediment to good learning practice. Students shouldn't do anything in the even ing which might 
mean they are not at their best the following day. University students' chi ldi sh drinking sessions are a 
good example of this. One must remain in control at all times - even in one's leisure activities. 
We as starr members need to address these issues strongly. 
Figure 10.1. Message from university staff member concerning students' attitudes to 
work and lei sure. 
Participants were reminded that the experimenter was asking a group of 
students for their views concernin g the memo, in o rder to study how the views of 
students differ fro lll those of staff regarding the issues of work and leisure. 
Participants were informed that they would be asked to write a response to the 
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Illes sage frolll their position as a student. Participants were also told that the 
experimenter was interested in how their experience as students affects their views, 
and that they wou ld be asked to write another Illessage in their final lecture. These 
responses were supposedly going to be given to Illeillbers of the student union so 
they could assess how students' views on work and leisu re are affected by studying 
at univers ity. As such, it was explained that there needed to be a way of linking the 
two responses . At this point, the identifi ab ility Illanipulation was introduced. For 
anonYlllous participants, thi s took the fo ll owing forlll: 
The easiest way to do thi s is for you to think up a nicknaille or code and write 
it ON THE TOP OF THE RESPONSE SHEET. This should be Ille illorab le 
so that you wi ll be ab le to recall it when you write an additional response in 
your final lecture. Don ' t write your naille because thi s is an anonYlllous task. 
Please write your nicknaille or code on the response sheet NOW and cont inue 
reading. 
For identifiable participants, the identifiab ility Illan ipulation was worded as fo ll ows: 
The easiest way to do this is for you to wr ite your full naille ON THE TOP 
OF THE RESPONSE SHEET. This is so we can Illatch your responses when 
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you complete another response in your final lecture. Please write your full 
name (first and last names) on the response sheet NOW and continue reading. 
Participants were then asked, as in previous studies, to focus on the behaviour 
and opinions of the authol' of the message. As in Study 6, participants were asked to 
spend a couple of minutes thinking about what they would say, but before they wrote 
their messages, they were to answer some questions. The instructions informed 
participants that when they had had time to think about what they would say, to turn 
over the page and complete the questions. 
The questions were the same as those utilized in Study 6, modified for the 
student/staff issue and the audience of student union members. However, in 
addition, participants were asked to complete some questions relating to group 
salience. These were adapted from Brown, Condor, Mathew, Wade and Williams 
(1986) as used by Reicher and Levine (1994b). They were each measured on a five 
point scale, and are presented below: 
I identify with other university students. 
I am a worthy member of the university student community. 
Tn general, being a university student has little to do with the way I see 
myself. 
The fact that I am a university student is an important part of who I am. 
In general, I am pleased that I am a university student. 
However, there were no differences in salience across conditions, so these 
will not be discussed in the results. As in Study 6, the next page informed 
participants that it was time to write their response. They were asked to think 
195 
careful ly about what they wanted to say to the ir audience about the staff member's 
message. They were asked to concentrate specifica lly on the behaviours and 
opinions of the staff member and to spend 5 minutes on the ir response. As in 
p!'eviou s studi es, participants were asked to place any quotations from the message in 
quotation marks. They were asked to turn to the respo nse sheet and make sure th at 
their name (or nickname) was written on the top of the response sheet. After 
complet ion of the task, participants were debriefed and thanked for their 
parti cipat ion. A n excerpt fro m a typical message is presented below: 
Afte r reading this letter I will assume two things about the author . Firstly, 
thi s indi vidual is a boring, unsociabl e twit (I) and seco ndl y, that he/she is 
anal -retentive and a bad teacher!! 
Results 
Manipulation check 
The manipulation check for identifiability ('do you think that your response 
can be linked to you personall y by members of the student un ion?') was successful. 
Identifi able participants believed that thei r responses cou ld be linked to them 
personally more (M=4.91 ) than did anonymous participants (M= 1.70),1(62)=7.03, 
£<.001. 
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Language abstl'action 
The identifiability/language abstraction effect was statistically significant, 
1(62)=2.40,12<·05. Mean language abstraction measured by the LCM was again 
higher for identifiable (M=3. 1 0) than for anonymous (M=2.62) participants. These 
values are higher than those obtained in previous stud ies reported in this volume. 
Sensitivity to audience 
Identifiab[e participants felt more accountable (M=5 .06) than anonymous 
participants (M=3.64), 1(62)=2.90, 12<.05 according to the item: 'do you feel 
accountable to the audience who will be reading your message?'. Identifiab[e 
participants also believed that writ ing their message would enable them to show that 
they are someone who is opposed to white power groups more (M=5 .4S) than did 
anonymous participants (M=4.5S), 1(62)=2. [5 , 12<.05. In add iti on to these findings 
replicated from Study 6, identifiable participants also felt less comfortable about 
their responses being read by others (M=5.64) than anonymous participants 
(M=7.1 5),1(62)=3.40, 12<·01. Fina[[y, identifiable participants stated that they were 
thinking more about how the audience would perceive their response (M=4.SS) than 
did anonymous participants (M=3.73 ), 1(62)=2.2 [,12<.05. 
Mediation of language abstraction 
The above variables were tested as mediators of the relationship between 
identifiability and language abstraction. For accountability, the relationship between 
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identifiability and accountability was significant, 12=0.346, £<.01. However, taking 
accountability into account, the relationship between identifiability and language 
abstraction was still significant, 12=0.337, £<.05, and the re lationship between 
accountability and language abstraction was not significant , 12=-0.017, ns . This does 
not satisfy the requirements for mediation. 
The relationship between identifiability and perceived ability to show identity 
was significant, 12=0.263, £<.05. However, the relationship between identifiability 
and language abstraction taking perceived ability to show identity into account was 
st ill significant, 12=0.333, £<.05 and the relationship with language abstraction was 
not s ign ificant, 12=-0.070,!l2. This does not satisfy the requirements for mediation. 
For the level of comfort felt by participants, the relationship between 
identifiability and comfort was significant, 12=-0.397, £<.01. Also, the relationship 
between identifiability and language abstraction taking comfort into account was no 
longer significant, 12=0.233, £=.083. However, the relationship between comfort and 
language abstraction failed to reach significance, 12=-0.239, £=.057. At best, this is 
weak mediation. 
The relationship between identifiability and thinking about the audience was 
significant, 12=0.271, £<.05. However, the relationship between identifiability and 
language abstraction with thinking about the audience taken into account was still 
significant, 12=0.313, !l2, and the relationship between thinking about the audience 
and language abstraction was not significant, 12=0.003,!l2. This does not satisfy the 
requirements for mediation. Therefore, none of the variables affected by the 
manipulation of identifiability mediated the effect of identifiability on language 
abstraction. 
198 
Discussion 
Study 7 again shows the identifiability/language abstraction effect. 
Identifiable participants described outgroup members more stereotypically than did 
anonymous participants. This effect has now been demonstrated in an archival CMC 
setting, asynchronous CMC experiments, and questionnaire studies where 
participants were asked to respond to two different issues (racism and attitudes to 
work and leisure). 
In addition to this, Study 7 indicates that there are several variables related to 
audience sensitivity that are affected by making participants anonymous or 
identifiable. Identifiable participants felt more accountable to their audience than did 
anonymous participants. Identifiable participants also felt that writing their messages 
would allow them to show that they are opposed to the staff member ' s views more 
than did anonymous participants. This replicates the relationships obtained in Study 
6. In addition to these measures, Study 7 also revealed that participants' levels of 
comfort were affected by identifiability such that identifiable participants felt less 
comfortable that their messages would be read by members of the ingroup audience. 
Also, identifiable participants stated that they were thinking more about how the 
audience would perceive their responses, than did anonymous participants. 
Identifiability to the ingroup audience therefore had an effect on a range of variables 
related to audience sensitivity. 
However, as in Study 6, none of these variables mediated the 
identifiability/language abstraction effect. Again, identifiability had an independent 
effect on language use. That is , identifiability affected language use, but these 
differences in language use were not affected by participants' explicit concerns about 
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being identifiable to an audience. This is consistent with the findings of Study 6, 
where explicit motivations were also measured before completion of the task, but not 
with Studies 4 and 5 where explicit motivations were measured after completion of 
the task. 
General Discussion 
The results of Studies 6 and 7 indicate that when potential mediators of the 
identifiability/language abstraction effect are measured before communicators 
complete their messages, these explicit motivations do not mediate the effect. That 
is, when true mediation is examined, none of the variables related to audience 
sensitivity are genuine mediators of the identifiability/language abstraction effect. 
This finding suggests that the effects of identifiability on language abstraction are not 
related to any explicit, motivational processes related to the presentation of identity 
to an ingrollp audience. Instead, the effect of identifiability on language abstraction 
appears to be driven by more automatic , implicit processes. 
Overall therefore, the results of this research indicate that identifiability to an 
ingroup audience increases stereotypical language use to describe outgroup targets. 
Further, it is clear that identifiability increases sensitivity to the communicative 
context. However, this research also indicates that it is doubtful that the effect of 
identifiability on these explicit variables is related to the effect of identifiability on 
language abstraction. 
In terms of their importance for social psychological knowledge about the 
effects of anonymity and identifiability, both effects are interesting. The 
identifiability/language abstraction effect is robust and novel, but given that it has 
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been demonstrated to be unrelated to the explicit effects it is reduced somewhat in 
importance (though the theoretical implications are discussed in Chapter II). 
Language abstraction must be viewed with some reservation as a measure of group-
normative behaviour as it is clearly unrelated to factors that are highly relevant to 
inter-and intragroup relations. Thus, despite the effort that has been invested here 
into finding the cause of the identifiability/language abstraction effect, the evidence 
that it is unrelated to the other identifiability effects means that its cause is relatively 
less important. What is most important then is that identifiability has consistent and 
strong effects on variables related to sensitivity to the communicative context and to 
accountability, and that we have clear evidence of these effects for the first time with 
in group audiences. 
From this research, it is therefore possible to draw some conclusions about 
the effects of identifiability on communicative behaviour. It also possible to provide 
a final model of the effects of identifiability on communicative behaviour. Chapter 
II outlines this final model, and discusses the theoretical and empirical implications 
of this research for social psychology. 
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Chapter 11 
The effects of identifiability on communicative behaviour and 
sensitivity to the communicative context: Summary and conclusions 
Introduction 
This research has examined the effects of identifiability on communicative 
behaviour, particularly in computer-mediated communication. It has also examined 
the social psychological processes that are influenced by being anonymous or 
identifiable in a communicative context and how these are related to language use. 
In this concluding chapter, the theoretical rationale and important findings of 
this research programme will be reviewed, and the theoretical and empirical 
implications of this research will be discussed. A final model of the effects of 
identifiability on communicative behaviour will be outlined. Also, the unique 
contributions that this research makes to social psychological knowledge will be 
examined. 
Theoretical background 
The central issue addressed in this research has been the effects of 
identifiability on communicative behaviour. Issues related to identifiabil ity in CMC 
were reviewed in Chapter 2, where particular attention was given to the idea that the 
anonymity of CMC changes people, so that they behave differently than they 
normally might. This, it is said, results in behaviour such as flaming where 
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communicators become less inhibited, become more likely to act on impulses and 
therefore behave inappropriately (e.g., Kiesler et a\., 1984; Sproull & Kiesler, 1986). 
In Chapter 3, an alternative perspective was proposed based on the SIDE 
model, which suggests that behaviour in CMC is not necessarily anti-normative or 
inappropriate, and instead depends on the salience of particular social categories or 
group memberships for the people who are communicating (e.g., Postmes et a\., 
1998; Reicher et a\., 1995, Spears & Lea, 1994). Particularly, the strategic e lement 
of the SIDE model proposes that people may behave group-normatively under 
conditions of identifiability to an outgroup audience when it is strategically positive 
for them to do so. However, SIDE does not make predictions about the effects of 
mere identifiability to an ingroup audience on the expression of group-normative 
attitudes. SIDE theorises that co-presence with ingroup members is supportive and 
enables ingroup members to resist outgroups (Reicher et a\., 1998). However, the 
effects of mere identifiability to an ingroup audience are not touched upon by SIDE. 
Also, SIDE does not state whether the social psychological processes brought about 
by identifiability will be explicit (under conscious control) or implicit (not under 
conscious control), but it makes sense that strategic considerations would tend to 
produce explicit responses. Further, the role of accountability in the presence of 
ingroup audiences is not a key SIDE issue. Prior to this research, we did not know 
whether ingroup audiences, as well as outgroup audiences can make people feel 
answerable for what they say. My research therefore aimed to clarify these issues by 
examining the effects of identifiability on a range of variables and by proposing a 
model of the effects of identifiability on communicative behaviour. 
The linguistic category model (e.g., Semin & Fiedler, 1988) was selected in 
order to measure stereotypical language use and this model was outlined in Chapter 
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4. Research shows that abstract language performs a stereotype-perpetuating 
function (e.g., Karpinski & von Hippel, 1996; Maass et aI., 1995, 1996; Wigboldus 
et al., in press) and the biased descriptions of behaviour by ingroup and outgroup 
members systematically favours the ingroup (e.g., Maass et aI., 1989, 1995, 1996). 
The LIB is heightened under conditions of salient outgroup threat (Maass et aI., 
1996). While some research suggests that the LIB is not under intentional control 
(e.g., Franco & Maass, 1996, 1999) and cannot be attenuated by explic it 
motivations, other research suggests that explicit motivations can influence the way 
in which people describe others (e.g., Maass et aI., 1996; Webster et aI. , 1997). In 
the present research, language use was therefore compared with, and examined as a 
function of, more explicit measures such as hostility and feelings of accountability. 
The aim was to assess whether the effects of identifiability on language abstraction 
are undel' explicit or implicit control. Neither the idea that behaviour arising from 
identifiability nor the more general idea that language abstraction may be affected by 
identifiability, had been previously tested. 
Based on the pre-existing SIDE model and research on self-presentati on, a 
model ofTnternet identifiability was proposed in Chaptel' 5. The Illodelmade 
predictions about (a) the difference in language use between flaming and 'everyday' 
comillunication, (b) the effects of identifiability of sources and targets on language 
use and (c) the effects of identifiability on the hostility of flaming communication 
(refer to page 112 for this model). This Illodel was tested in a series of seven 
studies, and the important findings of these studies are examined in the following 
section. 
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Overview of findings 
The results of Study I revealed that the original model of Internet 
identifiability was not adequate to explain the effects of identifiability on 
communicative behaviour in CMC. Contrary to predictions derived from the 
cognitive SIDE (see Reicher et aI., 1995; Spears & Lea, 1994) identifiable sources 
did not use higher levels of stereotypical language than anonymous sources. 
However, results were also inconsistent with the main effect pred iction derived from 
the strategic SIDE relating to identifiability to an outgroup audience (Reicher & 
Levine, I 994a,b) and the support of an ingroup audience (Reicher et aI., 1998), and 
also research related to identifiability to an ingroup audience (Barreto & Ellemers, in 
press ; Noel et aI., 1995). Ident ifiable sources did not use higher levels of 
stereotypical language than anonymous sources. Furthermore, identifiability was not 
related to the hostility of the messages. This explicit variable was not affected by 
identifiability in the same way that language abstraction was affected by 
identifiabi I ity. 
However, although the fu ll version of the model of Internet identifiability was 
not upheld, a qualified strategic/self-presentational vel'sion of the model was still 
plausible. The results of this study revealed a significant interaction between source 
and target which indicated that under conditions where outgroup targets were 
anonymous, identifiable sources lIsed higher levels of stereotypical language to 
describe them than did anonymous sources. This is consistent with predictions 
outlined by the model. No evidence for self-categorical factors was obtained. 
Therefore, it was necessary to test the strategic/self-presentational aspect of 
the model further. The interaction between source and target identifiability could 
have been due to either increased self-presentational concerns about the ingroup 
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members of the audience (see Barreto & EJlemers, in press; Noel et aI., 1995) or due 
to identifiability to a strategic motivation to distance the self from the undesirable 
outgroup audience (see Reicher & Levine, 1994a,b). Both of these possibilities were 
tested in Studies 2 and 3. 
Results of Study 2 supported predictions based on the revised model of 
Internet identifiability for the case of ingroup audiences. As in Study I there was a 
significant interaction between identifiability of source and target, and in the 
anonymous target condition identifiable sources used higher levels of stereotypical 
language to describe the outgroup target than did anonymous sources. This 
replicated the effect observed in the archival setting and indicates that identifiability 
to an ingroup audience is indeed an important factor in the effect of Internet 
identifiability on stereotypical language use. From this point on, the effect was 
referred to as the identifiability/language abstraction effect. This effect was not 
found to be related to self-categorical factors, leaving a self-presentational account as 
the most plausible explanation. 
Results of Study 3 reinforced the importance of ingroup audiences by 
revealing that the interaction between source and target identifiability observed in 
Study I was not replicated for an exclusively outgroup audience. This implies that 
the qualified strategic explanation based on the results of Reicher and Levine 
(1994a,b) and outlined in the 1995 formulation of the SIDE model (Reicher et aI., 
1995) was not responsible for the interaction observed in the archival setting. It was 
unlikely that the archival effect was influenced by communicators ' strategic 
motivations to assert their ingroup identity in the presence of an opposing outgroup 
audience. Instead, the presence of an ingroup audience was important. 
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Therefore, having found support for the importance of an ingroup audience 
in producing increases in language abstraction, and eliminating identifiability to 
outgmup audiences as an explanation of the effect, it was next necessary to identify 
the social psychological mechanisms by which the identifiability/language 
abstraction effect occurs. 
As acknowledged in the intmduction , these processes could be either explicit 
or implicit. That is, identifiability may impact upon language abstraction thmugh 
the activation of explicit, self-presentational processes which affect behaviour. 
Indeed, this is the argument advocated by Noel et al. (1995) and Barreto and 
Ellemers (in press). Alternatively, identifiability may drive behaviour through a 
more implicit path. That is , identifiability may impact upon language use 
independent of explicit motivations via more automatic processes. 
In line with previous research, Study 4 therefore began with the idea that 
communicators who are identifiable to an ingroup audience may harbour self-
presentational concerns to be positively evaluated by that audience and that these 
self-presentational concerns influence their communicative behaviour (Spears & Lea, 
1994). Describing outgroup members stereotypically might be a way for ingroup 
members to be positively evaluated by other ingroup members. More generally, 
concerns about positive self-presentation may mean that communicators become 
sensitized to the communicative context (i.e., being evaluated by a desirable ingroup) 
and the possibility of having an on-going interaction with the audience, and this too 
could influence behaviour. 
Also, the strategic SIDE states that feelings of accountability come into play 
when people are identifiable to an outgroup audience (see Reicher et 'II. , 1995 ; 
Spears & Lea, 1994). Being identifiable to an outgroup increases the pressure to 
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conform to the norms of the audience rather th an one 's own norms because one is 
accountable for one's actions when identifiable to the outgroup, who may have the 
power to punish dev iant behaviour. However, it was possible that communicators 
also felt account ab le to the ingroup to adhere to ingroup norms. Even though being 
co-present with other ingroup members is thought to encourage the enactment of 
people 's true identity (Reicher et aI., 1995 ; Spears & Lea, 1994), and only the 
outgroup is sa id to have power to coerce in group members to express a certain view 
(see Turner et a I. , 1987), the idea that mere identi fiabi lity to the ingroup could 
nevertheless increase fee lings of accountability to express ingroup-normative views 
was tested here. 
Results revea led that the identifiability/l anguage abs traction effect was aga in 
replicated. Identi fiab le partic ipants described the behaviour of anonymous outgroup 
targets more ste reotypically than did anonymous participants. However, thi s was no t 
re lated to feelin gs of accountab ility alone, or to other sensiti vity measures 
independently. Instead, an interaction between accountability and lack of strength of 
feeling about the issue mediated the identifiability/language abstraction effect. 
Communicators who were high in accountability but low in strength of feeling about 
the issue of rac ism used the highest levels of stereotypical lan guage to describe the 
outgroup target . Thi s was thought to be due to a process re lated to feel in gs of 
ob li gatio n. 
T hi s slUdy therefore demonstrated that se lf-presentational concern s for 
communicators who are identifiable to an ingroup audience affect their lan guage use. 
This rep li cates the resu lts of Noel et al. ( 1995) and Barreto and Ellemers (in press) 
who a lso demonstrated that ingroup members coul d behave strategicall y in the 
presence of an exclu sively ingroup audience. However, what is interesti ng about the 
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present results is that identifiability seemed to create marginal levels of commitment 
to or identification with the issue, whereas in previous research commitment was an 
independent variable. These results also added to the findings of Reicher and Levine 
(1994a,b) in that feelings of accountability are not only related to the presence of 
outgroup audiences; identifiability to ingroup audiences can also make 
communicators feel accountable for their actions. The importance of this finding is 
dealt with in a later section where the theoretical implications of the results are 
discussed. However, at this stage it is important to note that ingroup audiences can 
make communicators feel accountable for their actions. 
The results provided some evidence that language use was influenced by 
explicit motivational factors created by the manipulation of identifiability. That is , 
an explicit process was responsible for differences in language use across conditions. 
However, because the mediating construct was measured post-hoc, this required 
further testing to examine the validity of the relationship between the explicit factors 
and language use. The best way to eliminate any ambiguity regarding the validity of 
a mediating variable is to manipulate the mediator directly (Sigal! & Mills, 1998). 
Thus Study 5 involved testing accountability/strength of feeling as a mediator of the 
identifiability/language abstraction effect. Furthermore, commitment about the issue 
of racism was manipulated in order to make people feel strongly about the issue. 
Resu lts of Study 5 revealed that the predicted interaction between 
identifiability and commitment was not replicated, casting doubt on the validity of 
the intel·action between accountability and a lack of strength of feeling about the 
issue (or obligation taken together) as a mediator of the identifiability/language 
abstraction effect. Instead, an effect related to ' reversed' feelings of compliance 
mediated the identifiability/language abstraction effect. In other words, feelings of 
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autonomy mediated the effect. Communicators who rejected the idea that they were 
simply complying with ingroup norms in their descriptions of the outgroup used 
hi gher levels of stereotypical language to describe the target, and thi s mediated the 
effect of identifiability on stereotypical language use. Another alternative mediator 
of the identifiability/language abstraction effect was thus uncovered. 
Nevertheless, both results supported the notion that increased sensitivity to 
the communicative context drives the differences between anonymous and 
identifiable stereotypical language use. That is , they suggested that explicit 
motivations influence language use. It seems that through being identifiable to an 
audience of valued ingroup members, communicators become more aware of their 
own motivations for expressi ng their views to theil' audience. 
In Studies 4 and 5 however, explicit motivations wel'e measured after 
participants had composed their responses to the white-power group member's 
message. As such, participants were in a position to explicitly reflect upon their 
motivations rathe r than comment on their motivations at the time they completed the 
task. This raised the question of whether or not the salient motivations were actually 
respons ibl e for the changes in langu age use. To test true mediation (that is, that 
identifiability affects explic it motivation, which in turn affects stereotypical language 
use), it was desirable to measure communicator's motivations after they were 
informed that they were going to be anonymous or identifiable, but before they had 
completed their response. 
In Studv 6, the task involved responding to the same white-power message 
used in previous studies, but in Study 7 a different issue was addressed where 
participants were asked to respond to a message that had been written (supposed ly) 
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by a member of staff concerning students' attitudes to work and leisure. Both studies 
also departed from the CMC paradigm in that responses were written on paper. 
Results in both studies replicated the identifiability/language abstraction 
effect. Again, identifiable participants used higher levels of stereotypical language to 
describe the anonymous outgroup target than did identifiable participants. Further 
and as predicted, Studies 6 and 7 revealed again that feelings of accountability were 
higher for identifiable participants than for anonymous participants. In addition to 
this, identifiable participants in Studies 6 and 7 also revealed that they felt that being 
identifiable enabled them to show that they share the ingroup view, more than did 
anonymous participants. Study 7 also revealed that identifiable participants were 
less comfortable about their response being read by others, but were thinking more 
about how the audience would perceive their response than were anonymous 
participants. That is, as hypothesised, identifiable participants showed more general 
sensitivity to communicating with an ingroup audience than did anonymous 
participants. This was demonstrated in both studies. 
However, although many of the sensitivity factors predicted to be influenced 
by identifiability were in fact influenced by identifiability, none of these factors 
mediated the identifiability/language abstraction effect. The effect of identifiability 
on language use was independent of other factors related to communicative 
sensitivity. That is, high levels of language abstraction were brought about by 
identifiability, but this was independent of explicit motivational factors, suggesting 
that the changes in language use were an unintentional response. Table I 1.1 below 
depicts the key relationships observed in this programme of research. 
Table I 1.1. Overview of results. 
Study 
number 
2 
4 
5 
6 
7 
Effects of 
identifiability 
language abstraction 
language abstraction 
language abstraction 
language abstraction 
accountability 
strength of feeling 
language abstraction 
autonomy 
language abstraction 
communicative 
sensitivity: 
I. accountability 
2. ability to show 
opposition 
language abstraction 
communicati ve 
sensitivity: 
I. accountability 
2. ability to show 
opposition 
3. comfort 
4. thinking about how 
the audience will 
perceive the response 
Correlates 
with language 
abstraction 
intergroup 
differentiation 
hostility 
accountability* 
strength of feeling 
interaction 
(obligation) 
autonomy 
Causes of the 
identifiability/ 
language 
abstraction effect 
discounted 
intergroup 
differentiation 
strategic SIDE 
accountability 
obligation 
communicative 
sensitivity 
communicative 
sensitivity 
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Residual probable 
cause of the 
identifiability/ 
language 
abstraction effect 
various 
self-presentation to 
ingroup audience 
sci f-presentation to 
ingroup audience 
obligation 
communicative 
sensitivity 
communicative 
sensitivity 
unintentional 
linguistic changes 
indepencient of 
explicit identifiability 
effects 
unintentional 
linguistic changes 
inciependent of 
explicil identifiability 
effects 
Results of this programme of research therefore show that identifiability to an 
ingroup audience influences the way in which people communicate their opinions of 
others' behaviour. Without being co-present with other ingroup members, mere 
identifiability to an ingroup audience influences the expression of stereotypical 
views. Just as importantly, identifiability to an ingroup audience also increases 
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participants' self-presentational concerns, making identifiable communicators more 
sensitive to the communicative context and audience evaluation. Identifiable 
communicators feel more accountable for what they say: a process often thought to 
be reserved for powerful outgroup audiences (Reicher & Levine, 1994a,b; Turner et 
aI., 1987). Importantly therefore, this research demonstrates that identifiability has 
two key effects on communicative behaviour. These effects are increased 
communicative sensitivity and increased stereotypical language use, but these 
responses are causally independent of each other. 
Studies 6 and 7 show that when communicative sensitivity was measured 
before communicators composed their messages this was clearly the case. These 
factors were influenced by identifiability, but did not themselves affect how people 
expressed their opinions about an outgroup member's behavioLll's. Language use was 
influenced by identifiability, but was influenced independently of the explicit factors 
that were also affected by identifiability. The evidence presented in this research 
therefore implies that identifiability to an ingroup audience influences stereotypical 
language use implicitly. Identifiability brings about unintentional linguistic changes 
that are independent of explicit identifiability effects. 
From these results, it is possible to construct a final model of the effects of 
identifiability on communicative behavioLll', and thus extend the original SIDE model 
(Reicher et aI., 1995; Spears & Lea, 1994) to account for these effects. We now 
know how the effects of identifiability in a communicative context are similar to , and 
different from the effects of identifiability in other contexts proposed by the SIDE 
model. This research, in illuminating these similarities and differences therefore 
both complements and extends the original SIDE model. At this point, it is useful to 
illuminate the unique contributions made in this research, in relation to the existing 
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SIDE model. Figure 11.1 therefore incorporates what we know from research on the 
SIDE model with the new knowledge gained from this research. 
Firstly, the cognitive SIDE proposes that visual identifiability of ingroup 
members will decrease social category salience and lead to decreased group 
normative behaviour (see Figure 11.1). This idea was tested in this research under 
conditions of Internet identifiability, and was found not to hold under these 
conditions. This is not to say that SIDE is incorrect, but it does indicate that this 
effect does not generalise from visual identifiability to Internet identifiability. 
However, this research did show that anonymity to ingroup members produces less 
group normative behaviour that identifiability (at least for language abstraction). 
The strategic SIDE proposes that identifiability to a powerful outgroup will 
increase the expression of behaviours that are not punishable by the outgroup and 
that this is related to a desire to resist the outgroup (see Figure 11.1). However, no 
evidence was found for this idea in the present research. Again, these effects may 
not apply to cOlllmunicative behaviour of the nature examined in this research. 
It is also important to note that the SIDE Illodel does not address the concept 
of mere identifiability to (in the absence of physical co-presence with) an ingroup 
audience, where communicative behaviour seems to be the most intriguing in this 
research. Identifiability under these conditions has both implicit and explicit effects 
that are unique and go further than the original SIDE model. The SIDE model can 
easily be extended to include these findings. If we include the knowledge gained 
from this research into SIDE, it can now predict behaviour when (a) ingroup 
members are identifiable, (b) when people are isolated from ingroup members, (c) 
when people are identifiable to outgroup members, (d) when people are co-present 
with ingroup members , and (e) when people are identifiable to ingroup members. 
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Theoretical implications of the model 
This research has integrated three facets of the social psychological literature: 
the literature on the social psychology of computer-mediated communication, the 
social identity model of deindividuation effects, and literature on stereotypical 
language use. In doing so, this programme of research has formulated a model of the 
effects of identifiability on communicative behaviour, which explains phenomena 
not exam ined until now. 
This model of identifiability goes further than, and therefore extends the 
SIDE model and its description of the effects of identifiability on behaviour (e.g. , 
Postmes et a I. , 1998; Reicher et aI., 1995; Spears & Lea, 1994). The present model 
demonstrates the importance of mere identifiability to an ingroup audience for the 
expression of stereotypes about anonymous outgroup members. This is not related to 
ingroup support in overcoming the outgroup. It has been shown that identifiability to 
the ingroup in the absence of such factors increases the propensity for 
communicators to act in what appears to be a group-normative manner. 
Furthermore, this effect is clearly not due to changes in group-based judgements 
about the target. Indeed, this research shows that there is no evidence that Internet 
identifiability affects private, traditionally measured stereotypical judgements about 
the target. If identifiability affected self-categorical processes, privately held 
stereotypes about the outgroup should change due to the manipulation. However, 
this was not the case, indicating that behaviour was indeed related less to se lf-
categorical factors and more to strategic factors. 
One major theoretical implication of this research therefore relates to the 
importance of the ingroup as a regulator of behaviour. The findings imply that 
ingroup members perhaps vary in the degree to which they are motivated to act in 
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line with the shared norms and values of their group, however committed they may 
be to those norms. That is, group-normative behaviour is not an all-or-nothing 
phenomenon, but is instead a continuum, in the same way that identification with the 
ingroup is continuous. It is clear from this research that identifiability to an ingroup 
audience changes behaviour, implying that group norms wil l be attended to and 
adhered to differently depending on the context of the communication and will 
therefore not always follow a predictable ingroup-normative pattern regardless of the 
situation. 
Further, this research suggests that the in group can perhaps hold 
communicators accountable for their behaviour. Accountability is often thought to 
be a process only elicited by powerful outgroups (see Reicher & Levine, 1994, a,b; 
Spears & Lea, 1994; Turner et aI., 1987), although the present research indicates that 
identifiable communicators feel more accountable to their ingroup audience than do 
anonymous communicators, in quite a subtle way. Thi s suggests that in groups 
perhaps also have the power to hold their members accountable for their behaviour. 
Perhaps this is in order to maintain the necessary norms and standards of the group, 
and also to maintain the position of the group in relation to relevant outgroups. In 
future research it therefore may be important to consider the power of the ingroup in 
holding its members responsible for their actions. 
Another major theoretical contribution made by this research relates to the 
processes whereby identifiability to an ingroup audience influences behaviour. 
Based on SIDE, the original model ofInternet identifiability proposed in this volume 
asserted that strategic and/or self-presentational factors shou ld be responsible for 
increased group-normative language use (e.g., Barreto & Ellemers, in press; Noel et 
aI., 1995; Reicher & Levine, 1994a,b; Spears & Lea, 1994). However, the present 
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research shows that identifiability does indeed influence explicit processes such as 
accountability. People are sensitive to the communicative context. However, these 
explicit processes do not appear to influence language use, which appears to be 
implicitly motivated and regulated. 
The ramifications of this are twofold. Firstly, this finding shows that 
identifiability can have both implicit and explicit effects on communicators, which 
has not been demonstrated before now. It has been assumed that identifiability to an 
audience will always affect either strategic or se lf-presentational motivations. It has 
also been assumed that these explicit processes will be responsible for changes in 
behaviour (e.g., Noel et aI., 1995; Reicher & Levine, 1994a,b; Spears & Lea, 1994). 
However, what the present research makes clear is that not only explicit effects arise 
from identifiability. When communicators are identifiable to an ingroup audience, 
their language use is influenced implicitly or independently of explic it motivations. 
As this research also shows, explicit motivations do not necessarily carry through to 
linguistic behaviour. 
Secondly, this finding points to the importance of automatic behaviour in a 
rich communicative context. It seems that communicators are not monitoring the 
ways that their language use is adapted according to their audience and the context in 
which they are communicating with that audience (either anonymous or identifiable). 
This may be due mostly to the demanding nature of the communicative process. 
That is , in a situation where one is required to respond quickly to a message, 
commLlI1icators cannot always be expected to be aware of how they are adapting their 
responses to their audience. For example, consider a group of people conversing on 
the Internet. Communication is instantaneous, fast and continuous. It is unrealistic 
to assume that communicators will have the time and resources to think carefully 
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about what they want to say, and it is even more implausible to assume that they wil l 
be aware of their explicit motivations whilst doing so. 
Thi s research also has important implications for the subtle transmi ss ion of 
stereotypes and prejudices. It has been noted that because language abstraction is not 
always under intentional contro l, that it may be a subtle way for stereotypes to be 
perpetuated or maintained (e.g., Arcuri et aI., 1993 ; Karpinski & von Hippel , 1996; 
Maass et aI., 1989, 1995, 1996). The present research provides support for thi s 
analysis since identifiability produces diffe rences in stereotypical language use, but 
these diffe rences are driven implicitly rather than by explicit, motivational processes. 
If people are unaware that they are stereotyping a group, it is clearly a subt le 
mechanism whereby stereotypes can be transmitted to others, and perpetuated 
through time. II also may be the case that people cannot attenuate this process in the 
same manner that explicit stereotyping can be attenuated (see a lso Banaji & 
Greenwald , 1994; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). 
Thi s research therefore provides a unique insight into some important social 
psychological questions. Overall , the research does the following: 
I. It demon strates a unique effect of identifiability on language use. The 
identifiability/language abstraction effect has not been demonstrated 
in previous research. 
2. The research demonstrates the identifi ab ility/language abstraction 
effect in an archi val CMC study, asynchronous CMC ex periments and 
question naire studies involving two different issues. Thu s, the 
identifiability/language abstraction effect is a robust finding and is 
widely app licable in different communicative contexts. 
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3. The research demonstrates that mere identifiability to a positivel y 
regarded ingroup audience creates expli cit responses of accountability 
and sensiti vity to the communicative cOl1lexl. 
4. The research proposes a new model pe rt a ining to the effects of 
identifiability on communicative behav iour. The model sustained by 
thi s research suggests that language abstraction is increased by 
making communicators identifi abl e to an in group audience. This does 
not relate to co-presence with other in group members or res istance of 
an opposing outgroup, but is a process e li cited by mere identifiabilit y 
to an ingroup audience. The research and emergent model also 
indicate that identifiability increases se lf-presentational concerns 
inc luding inc reased fee lings of accountability to the ing roup audi ence. 
S. Finally, this research shows that identifiability affects lan guage use 
independently of explicit, se lf-present ational factors. Th at is, 
language use is influenced implicitly by identifiability. 
Final comments 
How our behaviour is influenced by our identifi abi lity to others is an 
important issue that we face often. Whether a person sends a critical letter to a 
newspaper ed itor with hi s/her name on it, fills in a market research form 
anonymously, o r sends a message to another person on the Internet with a 
pseudon ym attached, will reflect what they think the consequences of that choice are 
for them personally. 
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This research indicates that being identifiable to an ingroup audience makes 
people sensitive to the communicative consequences produced by the context. 
People become aware of the consequences of communicating their opinions to their 
audience, feel accountable to this audience to express an appropriate view, and 
perceive that the context will allow them to express their identity. But do these 
explicit motivations affect actual communicative behaviours? In particular, do 
people's descriptions of others change because something inside the communicator ' s 
mind also changes to motivate them to do so? The present research indicates that 
they need not do so. Stereotypical descriptions of others increase due to 
identifiability, but this is independent of motivational factors that communicators 
report. That is, identifiability affects stereotypical language use. independent of 
intention, or through an implicit path. The surprising independence of explicit and 
implicit responses underscores the importance of the extension of the SIDE model to 
Internet identifiability as developed here. 
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Appendix I: Statistical Appendix 
Note that SPSS 4.0 for Macintosh was used for analyses up to and including 
Study 4, and SPSS 8.0 for Windows was used for subsequent analyses. Hence, the 
statistical tables contain slightly different details. Unless otherwise indicated, all 
analyses conducted are two-tailed, with a significance level of 0:=.05. 
Study 1 
Pilot Study 
Table A I. t-test table for pilot study: Comparison of language abstraction between 
flaming and non-flaming communication. 
F-Yalue 
1.20 
Main Study 
Pooled variance estimate 
2-tail ed p. t-value df 
.371 -4.01 198 
Language abstraction 
Separate variance es timate 
2-tailed p. Halue df 2-tailed p. 
.000 -4 .01 195.74 .000 
Table A2. ANOYA table for Study 1: Assessment of the effects of identifiability of 
source (SOURCE) and target (TARGET) on language abstraction. 
Source SS df MS F Sig 
Within cells 88.32 196 AS 
SOURCE .11 .11 .24 .626 
TARGET .04 .04 .08 .776 
SOURCE*TARGET 2.54 2.54 5.63 .019 
Table A3. t-test table for Study 1: Pairwise comparison of language abstraction 
between identifiable and anonymous sources, in anonymous target condition. 
Pooled variance estimate 
F- Value 2-tailed p. t-value df 
1.02 .943 2.02 98 
Hostility 
Separate variance estimate 
2-tai led p. t-value df 2-tailed p. 
.049 2.02 97.99 .049 
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Table A4. ANOV A table for Study I: Assessment of the effects of identifiability of 
source (SOURCE) and target (TARGET) on hostility of flames. 
Source SS df MS F Sig 
Within cells 68171.25 196 347.81 
SOURCE 820.12 820.12 2.36 .126 
TARGET 450.00 450.00 1.29 .257 
SOURCE*T ARGET 180.50 180.50 .52 .472 
Permissibility 
Table AS. t-test table for Study 1: Comparison of language abstraction between 
high and low 'flaming permissible' groups. 
Pooled variance estimate Separate variance estimate 
F-Value 2-tailed p. t-value df 2-tailed p. t-value df 2-tailed p . 
1.13 .528 . 80 198 .423 .80 172.14 .428 
Normative context 
Table A6. t-test table for Study 1: Comparison of language abstraction between 
'flaming appropriate' and 'flami ng inappropriate ' newsgroups. 
Pooled variance estimate Separate variance estimate 
F-Value 2-tailed p. t-value df 2-tailed p. t-value df 2-tailed p. 
1.35 .217 1.28 197 .203 1.16 47.10 .252 
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Study 2 
Language abstraction 
Table A 7. ANOV A table for Study 2: Assessment of the effects of identifiability of 
source (SOURCE) and target (TARGET) on language abstraction. 
Source SS df MS F Sig 
Within cells 7.53 40 .2 1 
SOURCE .78 .78 3.72 .062 
TARGET .15 .15 .72 .402 
SOURCE*TARGET 1.09 1.09 5.22 .028 
Table A8. t-test table for Study 2: Comparison of language abstraction between 
identifiable and anonymous sources, for anonymous target condition. 
Pooled variance estimate Separate variance estimate 
F-Value 2-tailed p. t-value df 2-tailed p. t-value df 2-tailed p . 
1.34 . 650 -2.47 20 .023 -2.47 19.58 .023 
Willingness to send messages 
Table A9. Chi Square observed and expected values for willingness to send 
messages. 
Anon ymous Identifiable 
Yes 10 (9) A 8 (9) B 18 
No 12 ( J3) C 14 (13) D 26 
22 22 44 
? N(AD-BC)2 :;c= 
- --- ---- --- --- ---- --- --- - - - ----
(A+B)(C+D)(A+C)(B+D) 
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44( 140-96)2 
18 x 26 x 22 x 22 
.376 
Critical value (0:=.05) = 3.84,!l§. 
Hostility 
Table A 10. ANOV A table for Study 2: Assessment of the effects of identifiability 
of source (SOURCE) and target (TARGET) on hostility. 
Source SS df MS F Sig 
Within cells 10371.59 40 259.29 
SOURCE 119.46 119.46 .46 .501 
TARGET 931.96 931.96 3.59 .065 
SOURCE*T ARGET 563.78 563.48 2.17 .148 
Intergroup differentiation (mediational analysis) 
Table A II. Regression of SOURCE identifiability (independent variable) on 
DIFFERENTIA TION (prospecti ve mediator). 
Coefficients 
(Constant) 
SOURCE 
Un standardized 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
4.652 
-.758 
.993 
.628 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
-.270 
Dependent variable: DIFFERENTIATION 
4.686 
-.121 
Significance 
.000 
.905 
Table A 12. Regression of SOURCE identifiability (independent variable) on 
ABSTRACTION (dependent variable). 
Coefficients 
(Constant) 
SOURCE 
Unstandardi zed 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
1.656 
.591 
.378 
.239 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.483 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
4.378 
2.468 
Significance 
.000 
.023 
Table A 13. Regression of SOURCE identifiability (independent variable) on 
ABSTRACTION (dependent variable) with DIFFERENTIATION (prospective 
mediator). 
Coefficients Un standardized 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
(Constant) .720 
SOURCE .605 
DIFFERENT .201 
.478 
.209 
.074 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.496 
.462 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
Study 3 
Language abstraction 
1.509 
2.904 
2.709 
Significance 
.148 
.009 
.014 
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Table A 14. ANOV A table for Study 3: Assessment of the effects of identifiability 
of source (SOURCE) and target (TARGET) on language abstraction. 
Source SS df MS F Sig 
Within cells 16.70 42 .41 
SOURCE .01 .01 .02 .880 
TARGET .03 .03 .07 .786 
SOURCE*TARGET .01 .01 .02 .902 
Willingness to send messages 
Table A15. ANOVA table for Study 3: Assessment of the effects of identifiability 
of source (SOURCE) and target (TARGET) on participants ' willingness to send their 
messages. 
Source SS df MS F Sig 
Within cells 293.73 42 6.99 
SOURCE .01 .01 .00 .977 
TARGET .01 .01 .00 .977 
SOURCE*TARGET 25.05 25.05 3.58 .065 
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Hostility 
Table A 16. ANOV A table for Study 3: Assessment of the effects of identifiability 
of source (SOURCE) and target (TARGET) on perceived hosti I ity of flames. 
Source SS df MS F Sig 
Within cells 17757.62 42 422.80 
SOURCE 43.26 43.26 .10 .751 
TARGET .75 .75 .00 .967 
SOURCE*T ARGET 131.19 131.19 .31 .580 
Intergroup differentiation 
Table A 17. ANOV A table for Study 3: Assessment of the effects of identifiability 
of source (SOURCE) and target (TARGET) on the positivity of descriptions of the 
ingroup. 
Source SS df MS F Sig 
Within cells 27.10 42 .65 
SOURCE 1.09 1.09 1.70 .200 
TARGET .09 .09 .14 .709 
SOURCE*T ARGET 4.40 4.40 6.82 .012 
Difference between positivity of adjectives to describe ingroup (between anonymous 
and identifiable sources in anonymous target condition). 
1(21)= 2.792-1.864 
0 .65 x 0 1112+111 1 
= 2.757, p<.OI. 
Study 4 
Language abstraction 
Table A 18. t-test table for Study 4: Comparison of language abstraction between 
identifiable and anonymous conditions (INGROUP AUDIENCE). 
Pooled variance estimate Separate variance est imate 
F-Value 2-tailed p. t-value df 2-tailed p. t-value df 2-tailed p . 
1.22 .70 1 -2.14 32 .040 -2.14 32 . 040 
Accountability 
Table A 19. t-test table for Study 4: Comparison of feelings of accountability 
between ident ifiabl e and anonymous conditions. 
Pooled variance esti mate Separate variance estimate 
F-Value 2-tailed p. t-value df 2-tailed p. t-value df 2-tailed p . 
2.29 .107 -2.40 32 . 022 -2.40 27.73 .023 
Strength of feeling about the issue 
Table A20. t-lest result for Study 4: Comparison of strength of feeling between 
identifiable and anonymous conditions . 
Pooled variance estimate Separate variance estimate 
F-Value 2-tailed p. t-value df 2-tailed p. t-value df 2-tailed p . 
100 1.000 2.51 32 . 017 2.51 32 .017 
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Accountability/strength of feeling about the issue (mediational 
analysis) 
Table A21. Regress ion of SOURCE identifiability (independent variable) on 
ABSTRACTION (dependent variable). 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
(Constant) 
SOURCE 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
2.146 
.307 
.227 
.144 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.354 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
9.459 
2.142 
Significance 
.000 
.040 
Tabl e A22. Regression of SOURCE identifiability (independent variable) on the 
interaction between accountability and strength of feeling (ACCSTRONG-
prospective mediator). 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
(Constant) .524 
SOURCE .363 
.141 
.089 
Dependent variable: ACCSTRONG 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.585 
3.723 
4.075 
Significance 
.000 
.001 
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Table A23. Regression of ACCSTRONG (proposed mediator) on ABSTRACTION 
(dependent variable). 
Coefficients 
(Constant) 
ACCSTRONG 
Unstandardi zed 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
2.076 
.497 
.257 
.231 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.356 
8.077 
2.153 
Significance 
.000 
.039 
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Table A24. Regression of SOURCE identifiability (independent variable) on 
ABSTRACTION (dependent variable) with ACCSTRONG (prospective mediator). 
Coefficients 
(Constant) 
SOURCE 
ACCSTRONG 
Unstandardized Standardized 
Coefficient Coefficient 
B Std. E. Beta 
1.981 
.193 
.316 
.271 
.176 
.284 
.222 
.226 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
Number of additional points made to messages 
7.3J9 
1.094 
1.1 13 
Significance 
.000 
.283 
.274 
Table A25. t-test table for Study 4: Comparison of number of additions made to 
messages between identifiable and anonymous conditions. 
Separate variance estimate Pooled variance estimate 
F-Value 2-tailed p. t-value df 2-tailed p. t-value df 2-tailed p. 
2.18 .129 -1.56 32 .128 -1.56 28.11 .130 
Explicit stereotyping measures 
Table A26. t-test table for Study 4: Comparison of explicit stereotyping measures 
between identifiable and anonymous conditions. See Appendix II for vat'iable labels. 
Pooled variance estimate Separate variance estimate 
Variable F p t df P t df P 
TYPICAL 2.03 .166 .00 32 1.000 .00 28.67 1.000 
EXPECTED 1.66 .323 -.43 32 .667 -.43 30.16 .667 
POSITIVE 2.12 .143 -.J 53 32 .135 -1.53 28.34 .136 
AGREE 2.86 .043 1.72 32 .095 1.72 25.98 .097 
UNDERST 1.63 .336 -.48 32 .632 -.48 30.25 .632 
UNI 1.12 .827 -.47 32 .641 -.47 31.90 .641 
TYPWPG 2.16 .133 1.24 32 .225 1.24 28.18 .227 
PERSONAL 1.07 .887 .11 32 .917 .11 31.96 .9J7 
INSECURE 1.11 .841 .58 32 .568 .58 31.92 .568 
NARROW 1.79 .253 -.16 32 .871 -.16 29.61 .871 
TOLER 1.58 .367 -.13 32 .894 -.13 30.44 .894 
SELFISH 1.l3 .807 -.08 32 .935 -.08 31.88 .935 
REALlS 1.19 .727 -.18 32 .857 -.18 31.75 .857 
AFRAID 1.27 .642 .95 32 .351 .95 31.56 .351 
EXTREM 1.03 .995 .64 32 .526 .64 31.99 .526 
Study 5 
Language abstraction 
Table A27. t-test table for Study 5: Comparison of language abstraction between 
identifiable and anonymous conditions. 
df sig Mean SE 
(2-tailed) Difference Difference 
Equal 2.341 41 .024 .3191 .1363 
Var. Assumed 
Unequal 2.348 40.797 .024 .3191 .1359 
Var. Assumed 
Manipulation checks 
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Table A28. t-test table for Study 5: Comparison of commitment to opposing racism 
between high and control commitment conditions. 
df sig Mean SE 
(2-tailed) Difference Difference 
Equal 1.963 41 .056 .8052 04101 
Var. Assumed 
Unequal 1.948 36.059 .059 .8052 04153 
Var. Assumed 
Table A29. t-test table for Study 5: Comparison of language abstraction between 
high and control commitment conditions. 
df sig Mean SE 
(2-tailed) Difference Difference 
Equal .516 41 .608 .0747 .1466 
Var. Assumed 
Unequal .516 40.941 .608 .0747 .1466 
Var. Assumed 
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Table A30. ANOV A table for Study 5: Assessment of the effects of identifiability 
(STATUS) and commitment (COMMIT) on language abstraction. 
Source SS df MS F Sig 
Corrected Model 1.188 3 .396 1.910 .144 
Intercept 282.862 282.862 1363.840 .000 
STATUS 1.071 1.071 5.165 .029 
COMMIT .051 .051 .244 .624 
STATUS*COMMIT .046 I .046 .220 .641 
Error 8.089 39 .207 
Total 292. 154 43 
Corrected 9.277 42 
Total 
Autonomy or 'rejected compliance' (mediational analysis) 
Table A31. Regression of STATUS (independent variable) on ABSTRACT 
(dependent variable). 
Coefficients Unstandardized Standardized 
Coefficient Coefficient 
B Std. E. Bela 
(Constant) 2.090 .214 
STATUS .319 .136 .343 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACT (abstraction) 
9.766 
2.341 
Significance 
.000 
.024 
Table A32. Regression of STATUS (independent variable) on COMPLY (proposed 
mediator). 
Coefficients Un standardized Standardized 
Coefficient Coefficient 
B Std. E. Beta 
(Constant) SAil .975 
STATUS -1.729 .621 -.399 
Dependent variable: COMPLY (compliance) 
5.552 
-2.786 
Significance 
.000 
.008 
Table A33 . Regression of COMPLY (proposed mediator) on ABSTRACT 
(dependent variable). 
Coefficients Unstandardized Standardized 
Coefficient Coefficient 
B Std. E. Beta 
(Constant) 2.854 .105 
COMPLY -102 .029 -.476 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACT (abstraction) 
27.146 
-3.462 
Significance 
.000 
.001 
Table A34. Regress ion of STATUS (independent variable) on ABSTRACT 
(dependent variable) with COMPLY (proposed mediator) 
Coefficients Un standardized Standardized Significance 
Coefficient Coefficient 
B Std. E. Beta 
(Constant) 2.557 .264 9.698 .000 
STATUS .170 .138 .183 1.227 .227 
COMPLY -086 .032 -.403 -2.704 .010 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACT (abstraction) 
Study 6 
Manipulation Check 
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Table A35. t-test table for Study 6: Comparison of r·esponses to the question 'do 
you think that you r response can be linked to you personally? ') between identifiable 
and anonymous conditions. 
df sig Mean SE 
(2-tailed) Difference Difference 
Equal -7.356 63 .000 -3.9535 .5375 
Var. Assumed 
Unequal -7.179 46.321 .000 -3 .9535 .5507 
Var. Assumed 
Language abstraction 
Table A36. t-test table for Study 6. Comparison of language abstraction between 
identifiable and anonymous conditions. 
df sig Mean SE 
(2-tailed) Difference Difference 
Equal -2.017 63 .048 -.5581 .2767 
Var. Assumed 
Unequal -2.022 62.916 .047 -.5581 .2760 
Var. Assumed 
Sensitivity to audience 
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Table A37. t-test table for Study 6: Comparison of feelings of accountability to the 
audience between identifiable and anonymous conditions. 
df sig Mean SE 
(2-tailed) Difference Difference 
Equal -2.231 63 .029 -1.3074 .5859 
Var. Assumed 
Unequal -2.230 62.253 .029 - 1.3074 .5963 
Var. Assumed 
Table A38. t-test table for Study 6: Comparison between identifiable and 
anonymous conditions in the perceived ability of the task for showing that one is 
opposed to white-power groups. 
df sig Mean SE 
(2-tailed) Difference Difference 
Equal -2.039 63 .046 -1.0958 .5370 
Var. Assumed 
Unequal -2.064 61.373 .043 -1.0958 .5310 
Var. Assumed 
Accountability (mediational analysis) 
Table A39. Regression of SOURCE identifiability (independent variable) on 
ABSTRACTION (dependent variable). 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
(Constant) 
SOURCE 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
1.465 
.558 
.431 
.277 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.246 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
3.395 
2.017 
Significance 
.001 
.048 
Table A40. Regression of SOURCE identifiability (independent variable) on 
ACCOUNTABILITY (prospective mediator). 
Coefficients Unstandardized Standardized Significance 
Coefficient Coefficient 
B Std. E . Beta 
(Constant) 1.869 .913 2.046 .045 
SOURCE 1.307 .586 .271 2.231 .029 
Dependent variable: ACCOUNTABILITY 
Table A41. Regression of ACCOUNTABILITY (prospective mediator) on 
ABSTRACTION (dependent variable). 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
Coefficient 
B Std. E . 
(Constant) .049 
ACCOUNT .063 
. 264 
.059 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.135 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
7.771 
1.080 
Significance 
.000 
.284 
248 
Table A42. Regression of SOURCE identifiability (independent variable) on 
ABSTRACTION (dependent variable) with ACCOUNTABILITY (prospective 
mediator). 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
(Constant) 
SOURCE 
ACCOUNT 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
1.400 
.513 
.035 
.408 
.289 
.060 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.226 
.074 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
3. 126 
1.775 
.577 
Ability to show identity (mediational analysis) 
Significance 
.003 
.081 
.566 
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Table A43. Regression of SOURCE identifiability (i ndependent variable) on SHOW 
(prospecti ve mediator). 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
(Constant) 
SOURCE 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
4.228 
1.096 
.838 
.537 
Dependent variable: SHOW 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.249 
5.046 
2.039 
Significance 
.000 
.046 
Table A44. Regression of SHOW (proposed mediator) on ABSTRACTION 
(dependent variabl e). 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
(Constant) 
SHOW 
Coefficient 
B Std. E . 
1.707 
.099 
. 397 
.064 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.193 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
4.297 
1.565 
Significance 
.000 
.123 
Table A45. Regression of SOURCE identifiability (independent variable) on 
ABSTRACTION (dependent variable) with SHOW (proposed mediator). 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
(Constant) 
SOURCE 
SHOW 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
1.158 
.479 
.072 
.510 
.285 
.065 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.21 I 
.141 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
Study 7 
Manipulation Check 
2.270 
1.679 
1.120 
Significance 
.027 
.098 
.267 
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Table A46. (-lest table for Study 7. Comparison of I'esponses to the question 'do 
you think that your response can be linked to you personally?') between identifiable 
and anonymous conditions (INGROUP AUDIENCE). 
df sig Mean SE 
(2-tai led) Difference Difference 
Equal -7.027 62 .000 -3.3030 .470 I 
Val'. Assumed 
Unequal -6.955 53.952 .000 -3.3030 .4749 
Val'. Assumed 
Language abstl'3ction 
Table A47. t-test table for Study 7. Comparison of language abstraction between 
identifiable and anonymous conditions. 
df sig Mean SE 
(2-tailed) Difference Difference 
Equal -2.395 62 .020 -.475 I .1984 
Val'. Assumed 
Unequal -2.387 60.373 .020 -.4751 . 1990 
Val'. Assumed 
Sensitivity to audience 
Table A48. t-test table for Study 7. Comparison of feelings of accountability 
between identifiable and anonymous conditions. 
df s ig Mean SE 
(2-ta iled) Difference Difference 
Equal -2 .903 62 .005 -1.5894 .5475 
Var. Assumed 
Unequal -2.910 61.998 .005 -1.5894 .5463 
Var. Assumed 
Table A49. t-test table for Study 7. Comparison between identifi able and 
anonymous conditi ons in the perceived ability of the task for showi ng that one is 
opposed to white-power g roups. 
df sig Mean SE 
(2-ta iled) Difference Difference 
Equal -2.150 62 .035 -1.0694 .4974 
Var. Assumed 
Unequal -2.173 57.907 .034 -.1.0694 .4922 
Var. Assumed 
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Table A50. t-test table for Study 7. Co mpari son of leve l of comfort with the fact 
that others Me reading the message between identifiable and anonymous cond itions. 
df sig Mean SE 
(2-tailed) Difference Difference 
Equal 3.403 62 .001 1.6031 .47 11 
Var. Assumed 
Unequal 3.420 61.499 .00 1 1.6031 .4688 
Val'. Assumed 
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Table A51. t-test tab le for Study 7. Comparison of how much people are thinking 
about how their responses will be perceived by the audience between identifiable and 
anonymous conditions. 
df sig Mean SE 
(2-tailed) Difference Difference 
Equal -2.2 14 62 .030 -1.0792 .4874 
Var. Assumed 
Unequal -2.223 61.735 .030 -1.0792 .4854 
Var. Assumed 
Accountability (mediational analysis) 
Table AS? Regress ion of SOURCE identifiability (i ndependent variable) on 
ABSTRACTION (dependent variable) . 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
(Cons~n0 2.147 
SOURCE .475 
.3 11 
.198 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.291 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
6.909 
2.395 
Significance 
.000 
.020 
Table A53. Regression of SOURCE identifiability (independent var'iabl e) on 
ACCOUNTABILITY (prospecti ve medi ator). 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
(Constant) 
SOURCE 
Coefficient 
B Std. E . 
2.047 
1.589 
. 858 
.547 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.346 
Dependent vari ab le: ACCOUNTABILITY 
2.387 
2.903 
Significance 
.020 
.005 
Table A54. Regression of ACCOUNT ABILITY (prospect i ve mediator) on 
ABSTRACTION (dependent vari ab le). 
Coefficients Unstandard ized 
(Constant) 
SOURCE 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
2.878 
.006 
.224 
.045 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.017 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
12.836 
-.130 
Significance 
.000 
.897 
Table ASS. Regression of SOURCE identifiabil ity (independent vari able) on 
ABSTRACTION (dependent variable) with ACCOUNTABILITY (prospective 
med iator). 
Coefficients Unstandardized Standardized 
Coefficient Coefficient 
B Std. E. Beta 
(Constant) 2.244 .325 6.9 13 
SOURCE .550 .211 .337 2.604 
ACCOUNT .047 .046 -.133 -1.028 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
Ability to show identity (mediational analysis) 
Significance 
.000 
.01 2 
.308 
Table A56. Regression of SOURCE identifiability on SHOW (prospective 
mediator). 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
(Constant) 3.506 
SOURCE 1.069 
.779 
.497 
Dependent variab le: SHOW 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.263 
4.50 1 
2.150 
Significance 
.000 
.035 
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Table A57. Regression of SHOW (prospective mediator) on ABSTRACTION 
(dependent variable). 
Coefficients Unslandardized 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
(Constant) 2.996 
SHOW .028 
.279 
.051 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
-.070 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
10.726 
-.556 
Significance 
.000 
.580 
Tabl e A58. Regress ion of SOURCE identifiability (independent variable) on 
ABSTRACTION (dependent variable) with SHOW (prospec ti ve mediator) . 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
(Constant) 
SOURCE 
SHOW 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
2.370 
.543 
.064 
.356 
.205 
.050 
Standardized 
Coeffi c ient 
Beta 
.333 
-.158 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
Comfort (mediational analysis) 
6.653 
2.654 
- 1.26 1 
Significance 
.000 
.010 
.2 12 
Table A59. Regress ion of SOURCE identifiability (independent variabl e) on 
COMFORT (prospective mediator). 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
(Constant) 8.755 
SOURCE -1.603 
.738 
.471 
Dependent variable : COM FORT 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
-.397 
11.866 
-3.403 
Significance 
.000 
.00 1 
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Table A60. Regression of COMFORT (prospect ive mediator) on ABSTRACTION 
(dependent variable). 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
(Constant) 
COMFORT 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
3.468 
.097 
.333 
.050 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
-.239 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
10.409 
- 1.940 
Significance 
.000 
.057 
Table A61. Regress ion of SOURCE identifiability (i ndependent variable) on 
ABSTRACTION (dependent variable) with COMFORT (prospective) . 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
(Constant) 
SOURCE 
COMFORT 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
2.666 
.380 
.059 
.561 
.216 
.053 
Standardized 
Coeffic ient 
Beta 
.233 
-.147 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
4.754 
1.762 
-1.112 
Significance 
.000 
.083 
.271 
Thinking how the audience will perceive the l'esponse (mediational 
analysis) 
Table A62. Regression of SOURCE identifiability (independent variable) on 
THINK (prospective mediator). 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
(Co nstant) 
SOURCE 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
2.648 
1.079 
.763 
.487 
Dependent variable: THINK 
Standardized 
Coeffic ient 
Bela 
.27 1 
3.469 
2.214 
Significance 
.001 
.030 
Table A63. Regression of THINK (prospective mediator) on ABSTRACTION 
(dependent variable). 
Coefficients Unstandardized 
(Constant) 
THINK 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
2.847 
.001 
.244 
.052 
Standard ized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.003 
Dependent variab le: ABSTRACTION 
11.660 
.023 
Significance 
.000 
.982 
Table A64. Regression of SOURCE identifiability (independent vari able) on 
ABSTRACTION (dependent variable) with THINK (prospective mediator). 
Coefficients Unstandard ized 
(Constant) 
SOURCE 
THINK 
Coefficient 
B Std. E. 
2.235 
.511 
.034 
.341 
.207 
.052 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
.313 
-.082 
Dependent variable: ABSTRACTION 
6.553 
2.470 
-.646 
S ignificance 
.000 
.0 16 
.52 1 
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Appendix II: Questionnaire Materials 
Note that the wording for different versions/conditions appear in square brackets . 
Also note that each section of text within a box is a new page of the questionnaire. 
Internet Questionnaire (Study 1) 
Hello everyone, 
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I am a researcher at the Australian National University, looking at intergroup 
relations via Computer-Mediated Communication. I wou ld very much appreciate it 
if you could take a few moments to help me in my research. 
It is clear that there are a LOT of negative/undesirable comments made about 
specific groups on the Internet!Usenet. What I am trying to obtain, is a general 
overview of what people see as acceptable or accepted Internet behaviour; that is, 
what YOU think the Internet community (generally ) feels about these specific 
groups. This might not necessarily be what YOU agree with, but what you think 
OTHERS' op ini ons are . Specifically, I want to know how people mi ght feel about 
the groups outlined below. Please respond in the following manner: 
A) It is generally accepted to speak negatively of this group 
B) It is accepted that this group is sometimes spoken of in a negative manner 
C) Neutral 
D) It is seldom accepted that this group is spoken of negatively 
E) It is never accepted that this group is spoken of negatively 
I. Americans 
2. Austral ians 
3. Blacks 
4. Whites 
5. Asians 
6. Raci sts 
7. " White-power" groups 
8. Homosex ual s 
9. Brazilians 
10. Jews 
II. Engli sh 
12. " Red necks" 
13. Anti-racists 
14. Christians 
15. Non-Christians 
16. Pornographers 
17. Adulterers 
18. The IRA (Irish Republican Army) 
19. Neo-nazi s (like skinheads) 
20. Communists 
21. Computer " nerds" 
22. Mormons 
23. Cowards 
24. Politics students and teachers 
25 . "Politica ll y correct" people 
26. Vietnamese 
27. Members of uni ve rs ity fraternities 
28. Victims of rac ism 
29 . Dall as Cowboys fans 
30. "Newbies" (new users of the Internet) 
31. Women 
32. Men 
33. Conservative governments 
34. M alays ians 
35. Homophobes 
36. White women in relationships with black men 
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Questionnaire Materials (Studies 2 and 3) 
Age? ___ _ MalefFemalc? ______ _ 
In this experiment, you will be asked to read a message that has been placed on the Internet. I have 
printed it out for you r convenience. 
Could you please ind icate below, how familiar you are with the Internet, and sending e-mail (please 
circle the appropriate number on the scale): 
Totally 
Unfamiliar 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Extremely 
Familiar 
The part icular person who wrote this message is a member or an extreme, white-power group. There 
are many Internet messages placed by members and supporters of such groups. and there are also 
many people opposed to wh ite-power views on white superiori ty. 
On this sheet now, could you please indicate (by circling the appropriate number), which group you 
feel you be long to: 
Group I (not opposed to white-power groups) Group 2 (opposed to white-power groups) 
Could you also indicate how much you identify with the group of your choice: 
Not at all 2 4 6 7 8 9 Extremely 
Also, how st rongly opposed are you to white-power groups? (again, please circle a number 0 11 the 
scalc below) . 
Not at all 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 Extrcmely 
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As / said be fore, Ihe pani cu/ ar message Ihal you will read has been wrillen by a member o f a while-
power, ex treme group, and this person has chosen to remain anonymous [chosen to be identifi abl e by 
suppl yin g hi s name and coulliry o f res idence]. 
You arc askec1lo wrile a response 10 this message, whi ch will be see n on ly by people who are 11 0 1 
[are l opposed 10 while-po wer groups. Thi s group may inc lude peopl e who suppon while-po wer 
groups, and Ihose who are not co mmilled one way or Ihe olhe r. [These peopl e stro ngly di sagree wilh 
whil e-power group members, and Ihe ir views on while superi orily] . You do not have 10 enle r yo ur 
name, and lIo~one will kl10w who has writlen your message [You arc asked to enter your full name 
(first name and last name) and coun try of res idence. Please ellter these details 011 the compuler 110W]' 
Please now read the message and wail for further ins tructions. 
I would like you 10 respo nd freely 10 whal yo u have read , bU I specifica ll y com melll on Ihe behaviour 
and opinions or the group member who has wrilten the message. Write as much as you can in about 
10 minutes, and put any quotes from the message itself in quotati on marks. 
Please do nOI beg in Iyping until I as k you 10 do so. 
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Now Ihal you have written your message, you can decide whcther or not you want to se nd il. Pl casc 
indicate below, how much you would like to send your reply to the mailing list (please circle the 
appropriate number): 
[ don't want to 
se nd my mcssaoe 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 
I really want LO 
send my messagc 
[Please indicate below, if you would like to send your reply to the mailing list (please ci rcle 'yes' or 
'no'. 
ru !lQJ 
Also, 1 would like you to think of the type of person who wrote the message to which you replied. 
Could you please list3 adjectives which (in your opinion) would best describe such a person: 
1. ______________________________________________ _ 
2. __________________________________________________ __ 
3. __________________________________________________ __ 
Could you also list 3 adjectives that are characteristic of you, but not of the person who wrOie the 
[[Hernet mcssage: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
How much was the message consistent with what you might cxpect rrom a member or a white-power 
organisation (please circle the appropriate number on the scale below): 
not expec ted 
at all 2 4 6 
Thank you very much for your participation in this research. 
exactly 
7 8 9 as I expected 
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Questionnaire Materials (Study 4) 
Agc? ___ _ _ 
Male/Female (please circle) 
In Ihi s experi menl, you will be asked to read a message Ihat has been pl aced on the Interne!. I have 
printed it Ollt for yo ur conve nience. 
T ile parl icular person who wrote thi s message is a member of an ex treme, white-power group. There 
arc many Internet messages, e-mail mailing li sts and websitcs wriltcn by members and supponers or 
slIch groups, who believe that the white race is superior to other races . Al so, however, th ere arc 
people who do not agree with while-power views about while superiori ty. 
On Ihi s sheet now, co uld you pl ease indieale (by circling Ihe appropriate number), which group you 
fee l yo u belong to: 
GI'O Up I (not opposed while-power groups) Group 2 (opposed to while-power groups) 
Cou ld you also indi cate on Ihe scale below, (aga in , by ci rcling the appropri ale number), how much 
yo u idenlify wilh Ihi s group: 
nol al 311 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ex tremely 
Also, how strongly opposed arc you to white-power groups? (again , pl ease circle a number on the 
sca le below): 
not at all 2 4 6 7 8 9 ex tremely 
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As I said before, Ihe pani cul ar message Ihal you will read has been wrinen by a member o f a while-
power, ex treme group, and thi s person has chosen to remain anonymous. That is, the group memher 
has chosen spec ifi ca ll y nollO suppl y any perso nal delail s. 
You are asked 10 wrilc a response 10 this message, which will be seen only by a mailing li sl of people 
wh o are opposed 10 while-power groups. These people slrongly di sagree wilh white-power group 
members, and their views on white superi ority. For thi s task, YO LI are asked to enter your name, and 
Ihe counlry of your eurrenlloca lion (i.e ., Auslrali a). Thai is, yo ur rcsponse will be Sel1110 Ihe mailing 
list with yo ur name and locati on written at the top of the text yo u have wrinen. Please type your 
deta ils 01/ the computer I/OIV. [For Ihi s lask, you are nOI asked 10 enler any detai ls aboul yoursc lf, and 
so no-oll e will know Hlho has wriffen your meSS[lgej. 
Please now read the message and wait for further instructi ons. 
I would like you 10 respond freely 10 whal you have read. bUI spec ifica lly comment on Ihe behaviour 
and opi nions of the while-power group member who has written the message. T ype as much as you 
can in aboul 10 minules, and pUI any quolcs fro mlhe message ilself in quolalion marks. I will ask you 
10 SlOp when 10 min ules has elapscd. 
Pl ease do nOllype until [ ask you to do so. 
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T hank yo u. Now, I woul d like yo u to answer j ust a few more short questio ns before we fin ish. Please 
circle the response yo u fee l most applies to yo u. 
I W hen you were composing your message, how strongly involved did you feel regarding the issue of 
racism? 
not at all 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 extremelv 
2. How accurately does your message reflect your own views regarding the issue of racism? 
no! al all 2 4 5 6 9 extremely 
3. How much did you expect the other people on the mailing list (other people who oppose rac ism) to 
agree wi th your views? 
not at all 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 extremely 
4. How important is it to you, that the other people on the mailing list (other people who oppose 
racism) agree with your views? 
not at all 2 4 6 9 ext remely 
5. How persona ll y acco unt able did you fee l fo r what you had written in you r respo nse to the message? 
not at all 2 4 5 6 7 9 extreme ly 
6. How important did you view the task of composing a response to be? 
not at all 2 4 6 7 9 extremely 
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7. How seriously do you think you performed the task compared to others who might perform the 
same task? 
not at all 2 4 6 7 9 extremely seriously 
8. Focusing now on the person who wrote the racist message, how typical clo you think this person 
would be of white-power groups? (i.e., How much do you think he/she might be like other white-
power group members?). 
!101 at all 2 4 6 7 9 extremely 
9. To what degree was the white-power group member's message in line with your expectations about 
such groups? 
not very much 2 4 6 7 8 
10. How positively do you feel about the person who wrote the racist message? 
extremely 
neoative 
2 4 5 6 7 
9 
9 
extremelv 
extremely 
positive 
I I. How much do you think the other people on the mailing list (who are opposed to racist groups), 
would agree with your perceptions about the white-power group member? 
not at all 2 3 4 6 7 9 totally 
12. How much do you think that your knowledge of this white-power group member help you to 
understand white-power groups overall? 
not at all 2 4 6 7 9 very much 
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13. How unique or distinct do you think while-power groups are) from other groups in society? 
not at all 2 3 4 6 7 9 extremely 
14. How much do you think that the white-power group member's message was a "one-of/'" or atypical 
statement, as opposed to typical behaviour for that person? 
atypical 2 4 5 6 7 9 typical 
IS. How much do you think the white-power group's message was indicative of his/her own personal 
feelings, and inherent personality characteristics? 
not very much 2 4 6 7 9 extremelv 
16. How much do you identify with people who are opposed to white-power groups? 
not very mllch 2 4 5 6 7 9 extremely 
17. How strongly are you opposed to white-power groups? 
not very much 2 4 6 7 9 extremely 
18. Could you also please rate how much you think the white-power group member displayed each of 
the following u·aits. 
Was he/she: 
(a) insecure? 
not at all 2 4 6 7 9 extremely 
(b) narrow-minded? 
not at all 2 4 5 6 7 9 extremely 
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(c) loleranl? 
nOI al all 2 4 6 7 9 eXlremelv 
(el) sc i fi sh? 
nOI at al l 2 4 5 6 8 9 ex tremc ly 
(c) rea lis ti c') 
not at al l 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 extrcmely 
(I') afraid? 
not at all 2 3 4 6 7 9 extremely 
(g) extren1e'? 
not al all 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 extremely 
Thank you very much for yo ur participation in this study. Pl ease wait for the experimenter to exp lain 
Ihe exper iment to you. 
Questionnaire Materials (Study 5) 
Agc? _ _ _ _ 
Malc/Fcmale (plcase c irc lc) 
In thi s cxperiment, you will bc asked to read a mcssage from the Int crnct. I have printcd it out fo r 
your con \lenience. 
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The parti cul ar person who wrote the Internet message is a member of an extreme, white-power, 
racia lly dri ven group. There arc many ]ntcrnct messages, e-mail mailing lists and websitcs wrilten by 
mcmbcrs and supportc rs o f such groups, who bcl ieve that the white race is superior to ot he r raccs. 
Also, howcver, the re peoplc who do not agree with white-power views abou t whi tc supcr iority. 
Pl casc wait for furth e r in structi ons. 
(Firstl y, I have a questio nna ire for you to ca mp i etc . 
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Questionnaire 
Please respond to the following questions by circ ling the number (between I and 9), which best 
represents your feelings or views. 
I. If you were walking past a peaceful "s top racism" rally on campus, how likely would you be to 
stop and listen? 
2 3 4 6 7 9 
very unlikely very likely 
2. How likely would you be to object to racist material being circulated on campus? 
2 4 6 7 9 
very unlikely very likely 
3. How likely would you be object to racist material in a student newspaper or magazine? 
2 4 5 6 7 9 
very unlikely very likely 
4. How likely would you be to think: "I personally can't do anything to stop racism. The problem is 
too big"? 
2 3 4 6 9 
very unlikely very likely 
5. How likely would you be to vote for a political party you saw as racist? 
2 4 6 7 8 9 
very unlikely very likely 
6. How likely would you be to encourage friends and colleagues to be anti-racist? 
2 4 6 7 9 
very unlikely very likely 
7. If you saw a racially based crime, how likely would you be to report it to the police? 
234567 9 
very unlikely 
8. How likely would you be to express anti-racist views? 
2 4 5 6 
very unlikely 
9. How likely is it that you would support an anti~racist campaign on campus? 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
very unlikely 
10. How likely would you be to give monetary donations to charities dedicated to 
opposing racism? 
2 4 5 6 7 8 
very unlikely 
I I. How likely is it that you would leave it to others to publicly oppose racism? 
2 4 5 6 7 8 
very unlikely 
12. How likely would you be to point out the problems with racist views to a young 
child in your care? 
2 4 5 6 7 8 
very unlikely 
13. How likely would you be to support government programs to help victims of 
racism? 
2 4 5 6 7 
very unlikely 
very likely 
9 
very likely 
9 
very likely 
9 
very likely 
9 
very likely 
9 
very likely 
9 
very likely 
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I will now come and collect your responses to the questionnaire. I will take a little while to code your 
responses and return with your feedback sheet, so in the meantime, I have another task for you to 
complete. Please wait a moment while I come around. 
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Each equation below contains the initials of words thal will make it CQ1TCC I. Finish the missing words. 
For example: 60 = M in an H 
The answer would be: 60 = Minutes in an Hour 
l. 26 = L of the A 
2. 7 = Waf the W 
3. 1001=AN 
4. 12 = S of the Z 
S. S4 = C in a D (with the 1) 
6. 9 = P in the S S 
7. 88 = P K 
8. 13 = S on the A F 
9. 18 = H on aGe 
10. 32 = D 10 at which W 10 
II. 8 = S on aSS 
12. 200 = D for a P Gin M 
13. 3 = B M (S H T R) 
14. 90 = D in a R A 
15. 4 = Q in a G 
16. 24 = H in a D 
17. 1= W on a U 
18. 5 = D in a Z C 
19. 57 = H Y 
20. I I = P on aFT 
2l. 1000 = W that P is W 
22. 29 = D in F in a L Y 
7" -~. 64 = S on a C B 
24. 40 = D ancl N of the G 10 
25. 80 = D to G A the W 
26. 2 = # it T toT 
27. 101 = D 
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Below are some more questions I would like you to answer. 
On this sheet now, could you please indicate (by circling the appropriate number), which group you 
feel you belong to : 
2 
OPPOSED to white-power groups NOT OPPOSED to white-power groups 
Could you also indicate (by circling the appropriate number) how much you identify with the group of 
your choice. 
2 4 6 7 
not at all 
How strongly opposed are you to white-power, extremist groups? 
2 4 6 7 
notatall 
How likely is it that you would speak out or do something to oppose racism? 
24567 
not at all 
8 9 
extremely 
8 9 
extremely opposed 
9 
extremely likely 
When you have completed this sheet, please lUrn it over on your desk. Please wait for further 
instructions. 
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As I said before, the particular mcssage that you will read has been written by a member of a white-
power, extreme group. This person has CHOSEN to remain ANONYMOUS. That is, the group 
member has chosen specifically not to supply any personal details about him/herself. 
Your task is to write a response to the message. Your response will be sent to a mailing list of people 
who are OPPOSED to white-power groups. These people strongly disagree with white-power group 
members and their views on white supcriority. Remembcr that AT NO TIME wi ll your response be 
available to anyone who is NOT OPPOSED to white-power groups. 
For this task, you will be ANONYMOUS [IDENTIFIABLE] to the mailing list of people who are 
OPPOSED to white-power groups. You are therefore not asked to enter any details about yourself 
[You are therefore asked to supply your full name (first and last names) and your country of 
residence]. That is, your response will be sent to the mailing list with none of your details auached 
[with your personal details attached]. Below is an example of what will appear above your message: 
Name: 
Location: 
Anonymous [10 BloggsJ 
Not supplied [Australia] 
PLEASE TYPE THESE [YOUR] DETAILS ON THE COMPUTER NOW. 
Please now read the white-power message, then wait for further instructions. Do not begin typing 
your response until I ask you to do so. 
Now, here arc some more instructions to help you in writing your response to the white-power 
message. 
I would like you to respond freely to what you have read, but specifically to comment on the 
BERA VIOUR and OPINIONS of the white-power group member who has wriuen the message. Type 
as much as you can in 10 minutes (you will be timed), and please place any quotes from the message 
itself in quotation marks. I will ask you to slOp typing whe n your 10 minutes have elapsed. 
Please now wait for the instruction to begin typing your message. Do not begin typing until I ask you 
to do so. 
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Thank you. Now, I would like you to answer a few more short questions before we finish. These 
responses will NOT be seen by the people on the mailing list. For each quest ion below, please circle 
lhe appropriate number 
When you were composing your message, how strongly committed did you reel to opposing raci sm? 
2 
not at all 
How imponanl is it to oppose racism? 
2 
not at all 
4 
4 
How imponant is it to express anti-racist views? 
2 4 
not at all 
5 6 
5 6 
5 6 
How important is the issue of opposing racism to you personally? 
2 4 6 
not at all 
7 9 
ext remely committed 
7 9 
extremely important 
7 9 
extremely important 
7 8 9 
extremely important 
How personally accountable did you feel for what you had written in your response to the message? 
2 4 6 7 9 
not at all extremely accountable 
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[How accurately do you think the feedback from the Commitment to Opposing Racism Scale (CORS) 
described you? 
2 3 4 6 7 8 9 
not at all extremely accurately] 
How well does each of the following describe your response to the white-power message? 
d) My response to the message rcnected my own beliefs on the issue. 
2 4 5 6 7 9 
not at all extremely well 
e) My response to the message reflected what I thought was the right thing to say, rather than 
what T wanted to say. 
2 4 5 6 7 8 9 
not at all extremely well 
I) My response to the message renected what I thought the people reading the message would 
like to read. 
2 4 5 6 7 9 
not at all extremely well 
How much do you identify with people who are opposed to white-power, extremist groups? 
2 4 6 
not at all 
How strongly opposed are you to white-power, extremist groups? 
2 4 6 
not at all 
7 
7 
8 9 
extremely 
9 
extremely opposed 
Thank you very much for your participation in this study. The experimenter will now give you some 
information about the study, its aims, the variables manipulated and measured, and the hypotheses 
tested. 
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Questionnaire Materials (Study 6) 
Internet Questionnaire 
I am collecting a database of responses to an Internet message posted by a member of a white-power 
group. Yom response to this message will be added to the database. People who are opposed to 
white-power groups will have access to your response. 
I am also examining the psychological processes involved in the express ion of opinions, so you will 
be completing an anonymous questionnaire regarding these processes. You will hand in the 
questionnaire and your response to the message SEPARATELY. Your questionnaire can not be 
linked to your message, or to you personally. Only J will read your questionnaire. 
This study will take approximately 10 minutes to complete. If you would like to participate, please 
turn over the page and begin. Thank you. 
Karen Douglas 
PhD Student 
Division of Psychology 
Australian National University 
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Please complete the following before you begin: 
Are you:Male Female (please circle) 
What is your age? ___ _ 
White~power groups believe that the white race is superior to other races. People opposed to white~ 
power groups do not agree with these views on while-superiority. 
On this sheet now, could you please indicate (by circling the appropriate number), which group you 
feel you belong to : 
2 
OPPOSED 10 white~power groups NOT OPPOSED to white~power groups 
Could you also indicate how much you identify with the group of your choice. 
12345678 
not at all 
How strongly opposed are you to white~power groups? 
I 234 5 6 
not at all 
9 
very much 
9 
very much 
When you have completed this sheet, please TURN OVER THE PAGE AND CONTINUE. If you 
have questions at any time, please raise your hand and I will assist you. 
The person who wrote the Internet message has CHOSEN to remain ANONYMOUS. That is, the 
group member has chosen specifically not 10 supply any personal details and what he/she said 
CANNOT BE LINKED TO HIM/HER PERSONALLY. Please read the message NOW (below). 
When you have finished reading the message, please TURN OVER THE PAGE AND CONTINUE. 
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Web site address: htlp://www.whitepower.com 
Allhough there is no denying the economic and political stranglehold on our once-great 
nations, my site is to inform YOll that we are all responsible for our own circumstances. I am sick and 
tired of the usual paranoia-ridden finger pointing! We must stop dwelling on the problems and instead 
focus on solutions. We must educate ourselves and work harder to prosper because we sure as hell are 
not going to receive any hand-outs or breaks! 
Racial discrimination and prejudism are indeed a fact of life, but unfortunately the white 
people are the main victims! We arc at the bOtlOITI end of laws aiding the non-whites with prcfercncial 
treatments! Affirmative action, quota systems ancl other unfair hiring practices have to go! Why is it 
that there can be a National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) but none 
for white people? Why is it acceptable for there to be a Black Education Television (BET) but if 
whites want to air a show it must be on public access channel and considered racist? Is this my 
imagination, or is this discrimination? Why is it that when a black person commits a crime against a 
white it is a normal crime, but if a white does something to a minoritiy it is labeled a "bias crime?" 
If the other races trucly want equality, then why does it lake handicaps to obtain this ? We 
will not rest until our people are given the sallle treatment as minorities! Why must the white male be 
oppressed in order for others to gain their freedoms? You sit back and watch our possessions, homes, 
and cities sink into the greedy hands orthe enemy. Isn't it time you did something? You cannot sit 
around watching television and praying that things will change on their own, YOU must help change 
them. The current system is anti-white and attempts to force our race into feeling guilty for our past 
actions, but enough about the lies of the past .. we must work towards securing our future'll is an 
uphill battle, but one we arc more than capable of winning' Get up all your ass and motivate yourself' 
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You are going to WRITE A RESPONSE to this message. Your response will be placed on a database 
and will be 'lVaiiable to people who are OPPOSED to white-power groups. 
No member of a white-power group will ever be able to read your response. 
Your response to the message will be IDENTIFIABLE [ANONYMOUS]. Please write your FULL 
name and the name of' your course (e.g., PSYC AD I) in the spaces provided ["ANONYMOUS" next 
to "name" and course"] on the top of the response sheet NOW ancl continue reading below. The 
response sheet is the final page of this handout. 
Remember that because you provide your [no] details, your response CAN [CANNOT] be LINKED 
TO YOU PERSON ALL Y by other people who are opposed to white-power groups. You arc 
IDENTIFIABLE [ANONYMOUSj to these people. 
However, [Alsol your answers to the questionnaire items are completely anonymous. These answers 
cannot be linked to your response to the message. 
Think about what you would like to say about the white-power group member's message. How would 
you describe his/her views? Do you agree/disagree with what he/she says? Spend a couple of' 
minutes thinking about what you will say, but bef'ore you write your response, I'd like you to answer 
some questions. 
When you have had time to think about what you will say, please TURN OVER THE PAGE and 
complete these questions. 
For each question, please circle a number between one and nine, which best reflects your views. 
I. Do you think that your response will be able to be linked to you personally by viewers of the 
database who are opposed to white-power groups? 
2 4 
not at all 
5 
somewhat 
6 7 
2. How comfortable arc you that others will be reading your response? 
2 3 4 
not at all 
5 
somewhat 
6 7 
8 9 
very mueh 
9 
very l11uch 
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3. How strongly will you express your views about the white-power group member to your audience" 
2 3 4 6 7 
not at all somewhat 
4. Do you feel accountable to the audience who will be reading your message? 
2 4 
not at all 
5 
somewhat 
6 7 
S. Are you thinking about how your audience will perceive your response? 
2 4 
not at all 
5 
somewhat 
6 7 
9 
very much 
9 
very much 
9 
very much 
6. How much are you concerned about making a positive ilTlpression on your audience? 
2 
not at all 
4 5 
somewhat 
6 7 9 
very IlHlch 
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7. Do YOLI think thal writing th is message wi ll enable you to show that YQ!! are someone who is 
opposed to white-power groups? 
2 4 6 7 9 
not at all somewhat very much 
8. How answerable do you feel for the response you are about to write? 
2 4 5 6 9 
not at al l somewhat very much 
9. How much will you say to your audience about Yill!I vicws on white-power groups? 
2 4 5 6 
not much 
10. Do you feci accountable for the views you will express') 
2 4 
not at all 
5 
somewhat 
6 
7 9 
very much 
7 8 9 
very much 
11. How important is it to take your audience into account when cons idering how strongly you will 
express your opinions? 
2 4 
not at all 
5 
somewhat 
6 7 8 9 
very much 
12. How important is it for you to express a clear response for the benefit of other peoplc in yo ur 
audience? 
2 4 6 
not al all somewhat 
13. How serious ly will yo u take the task of writing a response? 
2 3 
not at all 
4 5 
somewhat 
6 
7 9 
very much 
7 8 9 
very much 
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Thank YOll. It' s now lime to wri te your message. Please think careful ly about what you wan t to say to 
your audience aboullhc white-power group member. Concentrate spec iricall y on the behaviours and 
opinions or the white-power group member, and spend approx imately 5 minutes on your response. 
Fee l free to go back to the message whi lst YOll are writing your response, but place any quotes from 
the message in quotati on marks. Please now turn to th e response sheet ancl begin writing your 
response. Mak e sure that your name and course arc ["ano ny mous" is] writlen on th e top of your 
response sheet. 
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Response Sheet 
PLEASE DETACH THIS PAGE FROM THE QUESTIONNAIRE NOW. 
Name: 
Course: 
After you have written your response to the wh ite-power group member' s message, please hand both 
your questionnai re and your response sheets SEPARATELY to me. Thank you very much for your 
parlicipaLion in this research. 
Questionnaire Materials (Study 7) 
Attitudes to work and leisure questionnaire 
This study exam ines the ways in which d ifferent groups of people think about work and leisure. In 
this study, I am particularly interested in how STUDENTS in COnlrastto academic staff, think, feel 
and act around issues connected to work and leisure. 
In this study, you will be asked to read a memo written by a member of the academic stall at an 
Australian university. Research has shown that the majority of academic slaff are conservative and 
work-focused. In contrast, the majori ty of university students are morc liberal and carefree and 
disagree with most academics on issues related to work ancllcisure. 
Please turn the page and continue. 
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Please read the ANONYMOUS message below. When you have finished reading the message, please 
TURN OVER THE PAGE AND CONTINUE. 
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In this research, I am asking a group of students for their views on the memo, in order to study how 
the views of university students differ from those of staff members regarding the issues of work and 
leisure. You will be asked to write a response to the staff member's message FROM YOUR 
POSITION AS A STUDENT. 
I am also interested in how your experience affects your views, and so I would like you to complete 
another response to the message in your final lecture. I am going to give your responses to the staff 
member's message to MEMBERS OF THE STUDENT UNION so that they can see how individual 
students' views on work and leisure are affected by studying at university. 
r will therefore need a means of matching your two responses. 
The easiest way to do this is for you to think up a nickname or code and write it ON THE TOP OF 
THE RESPONSE SHEET. This should be memorable so that you will be able to recall it when you 
write an additional response in your final lecture. Don't write your name because this is an 
anonymous task. Please write your nickname or code on the response sheet NOW and continue 
reading. 
[The easiest way to do this is for you to write your full name ON THE TOP OF THE RESPONSE 
SHEET. This is so we can match your responses when you complete another response in your final 
lecture. Please write your full name (first and last names) on the response sheet NOW and continue 
reading.] 
When you write your response, it is very important that you focus on the BEHAVIOUR AND 
OPINIONS of the stafr member. That is, I want to know how YOU feel about the attitudes and 
behaviour of this person. Specifically, how would you describe his/her behaviour and opinions? 
Spend a couple of minutes thinking about what you will say, but before you write your message, I'd 
like you to answer some questions. 
When you have had time to think about what you will say, please TURN OVER THE PAGE and 
complete these questions. 
For each question, please circ le a number between one and nine, which best reflects your views. 
1. Do you Ihink Ihal your response will be able 10 be linked 10 you personally by members of Ihe 
SllIcJenl Union? 
2 4 
not at all 
5 
somewhat 
6 7 
2. How comfortable arc you Ihat olhers will be reading your response? 
2 3 4 5 6 
nOI al all somewhat 
9 
very much 
9 
very much 
3. How slrongly will you express your views aboullhe slaff member 10 your aucliencc? 
2 4 5 6 7 9 
not at all somewhat very much 
4. Do you feel accounlable 10 Ihe audience who wil l be reading your message? 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
not at all somewhat very much 
5. Arc youlhinking about how your auclience will perceive you r response? 
2 3 4 6 7 9 
nOI al all somewhal very much 
286 
6. How much are you concerned about making a positive impression on your audience? 
2 3 4 6 9 
not at all somewhat very much 
7. Do you think that writing this message will enable you to show that Y.Q!! are someone who is 
opposed to the staff member's views? 
2 4 6 7 9 
not at all somewhat very much 
8. How answerable do you feel for the response you are about to write? 
2 4 5 6 9 
not at all somewhat very much 
9. How much will you say to your audience about YQ!!.!: views on the staff member? 
2 4 6 7 9 
notl11uch very much 
10. Do you feel accountable for the views you will express? 
2 3 4 6 7 9 
not at all somewhat vcry much 
II How important is it to take your audience into account when considering how strongly you will 
express your opinions? 
2 
not at all 
4 5 
somewhat 
6 7 9 
very much 
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12. How im porl ant is it fo r you to express a clear response for the benefit of other people in your 
audience? 
2 4 5 6 9 
not at all somewhat very lllll ch 
13. How seri ously will you take the task of writing a response? 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
not at all so mewhal very much 
288 
Please respond to the following ques ti ons by circl in g the appropriate number between one aneillve: 
I id entify with other uni versity students. 
2 4 5 
not at all very mueh 
I am a worthy member of the uni versity student commu nity. 
2 4 5 
not at all very mueh 
In ge neral, being a uni versity student has little to do wit h the way I see myself. 
2 3 4 5 
not at all very much 
The fact that I am a uni versity student is an important part of who Tam. 
2 3 4 
not at all very much 
In ge neral, I am pleaseel that I am a uni versi ty studenl. 
2 4 5 
not at all very much 
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Thank you. It's now time to write your message. Please think carefully about what you want to say to 
yom audience about the staff member. Concentrate specifically on the behaviours and opinions of the 
staff member, and spend approximately 5 minutes on your response. 
Feel Cree to go back to the message whilst YOLI are writing your response, but place any quotes from 
the message in quotaliotl marks. Please now tllrn to the response sheet and begin writing your 
response. Make sure thal your nickname/code [full name] is written on the top of your response sheel. 
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Nickname/Code [Full Name]: ____________ _ 
After you have written your response to the stafr member's message, please hand both your response 
and your com pleted questionnaire to the rront of the room , race down. 
Thank you very mueh ror your participation in thi s research. 
